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Wherein the Se1 HEM ES of the Reverend 
Dr Bennet and Dr Clarke are compared. 


ONE written to RED late Reverend Mr R. M. 
concerning his Plain Scripture- Argument, &c. 
The OTHER to the Author of a Book, enti- 


tuled, The True Scripture- Doctrine of the o /: 
Holy aud Undivided Trinity continued and vindi- 


Eſq; and bet by the Reverend ye Waterland, 


- The Second Edition. 


In which is 55 alded A Brief and Diſtin Ang * * je 
ſwer to Dr WATERLAND's QUERIES, relating 5 
to the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


By a Clergyman in the Country. 


London, Printed for JaMEs kxarrox, at the Crown * 
in St Paul's Church- yard. 1720. | 
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Deęſn in the fol- 
lotoin g Papers, is not 
ſo much either to 
= f - (how in Speculation the 
Weakneſs of Dr Bennet's Scheme, 
or to vindicate that of the learned 
Author he oppoſes ; as to contribute 
in Mite towards 9 the 
rational and ſerious Part 2» the 
= Chriftian World (what wou'd tend 
N to the Honour of Cod in 


true Religion without any Detriment 
to the external Conſtitution and 
Government of any particular 
Church ;) that they would at length 
conſider and lay to Heart the Ad- 
vice of the great and learned Dr 


"of 


rattiſe, and to the promoting of 


Stilling- 


The Preface. 


Stillingfleet in his Irenicum, p. 
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7 120-122 1 ſhall ſubſoin (ſaith 


Je) the Judgment of as learned 
and judicious a Divine, | Mr 
John Hales, ] as moſt our Nati- 
on has bred, in his excellent, 
tho' little Tract, concerning 
Schiſm: ”.---- Conſider of al 
the Liturgies that are and ever 
have been; and remove from 
them whatever is ſcandalous 
to any Party, and leave nothing 
but what all agree on; and the 


Event ſhall be, that the publick 


* Service and Honour of God, ſhall 


no Ways ſuffer. —— Thus far 


that excellent Perſon, whoſe 


Words, I | Dr. Stllingfleet | 


« have taken Pains to tranſcribe, 


becauſe of that great Wiſdom, 
Judgment and Moderation, con- 
tained in them; and the Seaſona- 
bleneſs of his Council and Advice, 
to the preſent Poſture of Affairs 


„ amongſt us. Were we ſo happy, 


* but to take off Things granted 


un neceſ- 


The Preface. 
unneceſſary by All, and ſuſpec- 
ted by many, and judged un- 
8 <« [awful by ſore; and to make 
nothing the Bonds of our Com- 
munion, but what Chriſt has done; 
ve might indeed be reſtored 

« to à true primitive Luſtre, — 
« And certainly the primitive 
« Church, that did not charge 
« Men's Faith with ſuch a Load of 
% Articles, as now in theſe latter A- 
« ges Men are charg'd with, wou'd 
much leſs burden Men with impo- 
« ling dounful Practices upon them 
« as the Ground of Church-Com- 
« munion. And for publick 
« Forms of divine Service, ſuch 
« of all Things, certainly ſhonld 
ce be ſo. compoſed, as to be the 


« leaſt ſubject to any Scruple from 


LAY 


K 


3 


* 


=; 
0 my 
5 i 
+7 
+ 
+) 
. 


any Perſons whatſoever.” 

The tero Letters annexed, were 
written (excepting only ſome few @ | 
Additions) a conſiderable Time | 
fince, for private Uſe; and had 
not Now ſeen the Licht, had not the 

Revo 


The Preface. 
Reverend Dr Waterland, in His 


Book entitled, A Defenfe of ſome 
Queries, inſoted almoſt toholly upon 
the fame Arguments with the Au-. 
thors to whom theſe Letters are ad- 
dreſſed ; and recommended One of 
thoſe Authors very particularly, in 


his Defenſe, pag. 16, 30, 44, 56, 


457; and in his Preface, pag. g., 


as 4 learned and yet unanſwered | 
wg 


IWriter. 


57: 69, 61, 9 : 128, 134, 375, 1 


THEM 


* ay 5 % 5 
. y 
7 <8 5 F : 
3 | 5 | E, 
B37 
PREY s 4 
; 75 ö - 
45 5 c 
21! = a 
1 \ 
5 N £ 
15 1 4 
ies 
IE ; - : *.* 
of , 
4 ] 
F 9 k 
4 * 
WH * . 


HE Introduction, | Pager 
Chap. 1. The State of the Controverſy be 
tween Dr Bennet and Dr Clarke, 5 
Chap. 2. Contai ning a particular Compariſon of 
| Dr Bennet's Scheme with Dr Clarkes 12 
Chap. 3. Containing a particular Compariſcn of Dr 
Bennet's and Dr Clarke's Account of the In- 
carnation. 25 


Chap. 4. Of Reaſon i the Que ſtion about the 


= Trinity, 40 
Chap. 5. Of the Scripture-Trinity , 50 
Chap. 6. Of the Terms, Nature and Perſon, ar 

applied to Chriſt, 55 


Chap. 7. Of Chrif's being filet a Man, 62 
{ Chap. 8. Of Chrift's praexiſting before his Incar- 
nation, and Whether be was Then a mere hu- 
man Soul of the ſame Species with Us, or a Per- 
Ion of far (Supertour Dignity, 66 
Chap. 9, Of the 59% or Word mentioned by St 


lohn. Whether it was. a real Perſon, the =_ 
on 


.. 


time of his Conception, 75 
Chap. 10. Of Dr Bennet's Notion of the Qui- 
eſcence of the xiy&- or Word, 87 
Chap. 11. Of Cbriſt 5 State of Exaltation, 9s 
Chap. 12. Of the Unity of God, 101 
Chap. 13. Of the Holy Spirit, | 109 
Chap. 14. Of Divine Worſhip, 113 


for of our Saviour pracxifiing before his Incar* 
nation, or whether it means only Somewhat in- 
certum quid) belonging to God the Father, 
and ſuperadded to the Man Jeſus Chriſt at the 


Chap. 15. Of Subſcriptions to Articles, 119 
A Leiter written to the Reverend Mr. R. M. 127 


A Leiter to the Author of the True Serpiture- 
Doctrine, Se c. | 423 
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== H AT which has made Chriſtians of 
Gall Denominations, and in all Ages, 
engage in this Controverſy about the 
Trinity, is the juſt Notion they have 
of its great Moment and Importayce 
lin Religion. An Error here, reaches 
E” — much further, than is at firſt percei- 
ved; and affecis all the great Branches of Chriſtianity; 
| the Incarnation, Death, Satisfaction, and Interceſſion 

of our bleſſed Saviout. It influences alſo our religious 
Practices; and (as Men are generally too apt to mix 

needleſlsy their private Opinions with their moſt ſo- 


„Len Prayers, it cannot but lead Men into great 
2 Danger of . corrupting (what ought always to be moſt 


| N ſimple and intellegible to all Capacities,)-the Vor- 
The Man who entertains Sabellianiſm, that is, who 
holds is wi den, Ter rouadles: that the Trinity is but 
Three Denominations in or of One Sußſtance; will be for- 
ced in Conſequence to hold, that in due Time the Fas 


ther, 


ther was horn, and the Father ſuffer d; that twas not 
the Son or any real Perſon that was the Word diſtinct 
from the Father, but that the Supreme God himſelf 
became incarnate. He muſt make Satisfaction to himſelf, 
andi intercede with -bimfelf, and he Hhimſelf become an 
dvocute with * wh Hich is fo abſurd, and fo in- 
conſiſtent with the Seriptures, that no Wonder this 
Scheme has been condemned. Sociuianiſin, is but Sabel. 
liani ſm a little refined. Inſtead indeed of the Father's 
becoming incar nate, this allows only extraordinary Aſ- 
ſiſtances to the Man Chriſt Jeſus: And thus the Incar- 
vation of the Word, and the Merit of Chriſt's Death 
and Paſſion, is extremely leſfen'd, being put upon the 
Level with the Death of any common Man ; and the | 
Perſon offered, is of no greater Dignity or Excellen- gi 
cy, than a meer Man. Thoſe Sabelliavs, who were | 
not Patripaſtans, maintained exactly this Notion. Ce- 
rinthus and his Followers, were among the firſt who 
corrupted Chriſtianity, by aſſertipg two diſtinct ratio. 
nal Perſons to have been in our Sa viour, The one cal- 
led Fefns, the other Chriff - That Jeſus (as St. John ex- 
preſſes it) was not the Chriſt, but that Chrift deſcen iel 
upon Feſus, after his Baptiſn; and at laſt, that Chriſ 
Rerolaſſe iterum chriſum Wt.) hdrew 5 Th hog Jeſus 
| de len, & lelom paſſorn eſſe 22%, Jeſus alone Juffered ani 
& reſurrexifſe: Chriſtum au- 70]? again z but Chriſt con. 
tem impaſſibilem perſeveraſſe, tinued impaſſible, as being of Ml 
exiſtentem Spiritalem, Trene- ay beavenly. Nature. This 
1. I. 1. c. 25. „ ge Ss 24 — „ 
1 NMotion, in its Conſequences 
deſtroys the Incarnation and Death of our Saviour and 
Redeemer ; and is intirely unknown to the ſacred 
Writings. In fhort; an Error in the Notion of the 
Trinity, always affeAs very much the other great 
Notions of Chriftianity : And whatever poſſible Eva- 
ſions may be contrived to ſolve a particular Paſſage Wi 
of Scripture, yet the Maintainers of ſuch Error will 
he forced upon ſuch Difficulties in Conſequence of their 


1 Vs 
@ Principles, 35 may convinee any impartial Perſan of 


net che weak Foundation they ſtand upon 
elk i . 5 ee would be of, no yery ill 
©, WW Conſequence, | were, it not for the religious Pratlices 
an BY that are generally founded upon them, An Error in 
his Fradice; and in religious Matters, often caufes them 
bel. to offer up to God the Sacrifice of Fools. It Men's 
78 Not ions of the Trinity are (for Example) Sabellian, 
Al- they are led too naturally to pray to Names or Modes, 
i. e. to abſtradt Terms, inſtead of Perſons, who alone 
ath tan be the Objects of Prayer. They give Thanks to 
the ord- only, and not to an intelligent Agent, who a- 
the lone can hear us and receive the Honour we deſign to 
len. give him. Or elfe perhaps they confound the Object 
7ere of Adoration ; thanking one Perſon for redeeming us 
C. with his Blood, who never was incarnate; and offering 
vio Bil up Prayers as to Another, which yet is the felt-lame 
tio: individual Being. | | 
cal BE Theſe and ſuch like Conſiderations are of that Im- 
ex. portance in Religion, that no reaſonable and conſide- 
Jed tate Man, who knows the Obligations we are under to 
it be of a Chriſtian Spirit, can be diſpleaſed to hear theſe 
ſus, Matters calmly treated of. Nor is there any Chriſtian 
and who will not join in declaring with the {Reverend Dr 
con. Bennet, p. 21, that We muff lay afide our Prejudices, 
0 of | and diſentaug le our Selves from thoſe Notions, which we 
This Dave received not from the Holy Seriptures, but from fal · 
nces i lible Writers. Ve muft have Recourſe to our Bibles, if 
and ve defire to be reſolved, whether the Word or divine 
red Nature of our Lord Feſus Chriſt be the very God, or 0. 
the Ve are not left deſtitute of ſuffcient Means for the 
eat Determination of this Potht. The inſpired W riters 
va. Ce exceedingly clear, and ſpeak very plainly concern- 
age 11 it. „ 3 | 8 
0 I confeſs, I think the inſpired Writings are exceed- 
1etr 


ing clear in this Controverſy ; but yet I do not think, 
Es they 


3 C4) 
they ſpeak any Thing like what this learned Au- 
thor conceives. Which of us is in the right, the 
impartial Reader muſt judge; I only deſire him, 
with Dr. Clarke, to conſider the V hole of what 
is ſaid, before he paſſes his Judgment, which of the 
two Schemes is moft ſcriptural and moſt rational. 


/ ” 


©$ 


BE | CH A P. I. 


8 The State of the Controverſy between Dr Bennet 
Sar... oe. 


5 # ah Reverend Dr Benet has ſtated this Mat- 
IJ ter in Relation to the firſt Point in Controverſy, 
in the Words following; p. 19, #bether the Word or 

divine Nature of the blefſed Fefus be the very God, that 

7s, the one Selfexiſtent Being? I affirm, that be is: And 
you deny it; making him a diſtin# Being from, and infert- 
or to, the one ſelfexiſtent or very God. 

But ouſt be 10 4 particu ar in this Place, in Or- 

der to form a Judgment of the two Schemes. 

Dr Clarke's Opinion, as far as is here needful to re- 

cite it, ſeems to me to be containd in theſe Propo- 

ſitions of his. „ 5 

f, There is one ſupreme Cauſe and Original of 

Things: One Simple, uncompounded, undivided, 

| © intelligent Being, [Agent] or Perſon, who is the Au- 


W © thor of all Beings, and the Fountain of all Power. 


2d. With this firſt and ſupreme Cauſe or Father 
* of all Things, there has exiſted, from the Begin- 
ning, a ſecond divine Perſon, which is his Word. 
vor Son, | | 

34. With the Father and the Son, there has exiſ- 
ted, from the Beginning, 2 third divine Perſon, 

which is the Spirit of the Father and of the Son. 
tb. The Father (or firft Perſon) Alone, is Self- 
3 exiſtent, Underived, Unoriginated, Independent, 
made of none, begotten of none, proceeding from 


c | 
none. 1 
B 3 * 1 


"SY 


12th. The Son (or 3 is not ſelf- ex- 


iſtent, but derives bis Being or Eſſence, and all his ar 
* Attributes, from the Father, as from the ſupreme Ml 
 » * 18th, The [A7 the] Word or Son of the Fa - fu 

ther, ſent into the World to aſſumę our Fleſh, and die . v 
tor the Sins of Mankind, was not the ay © arch de, (cr 
* the internal Reaſon or Wiſdomof God, an Attri - Le 
© butdor Power of the Father; but a real Perſon, Es 
* the ſame who from the Beginning had been the 


1 


the World. EF ͤ 001d ies 33 - 4. 7 
* NOV gth. The Holy Spirit, or third P. erſon, 1s Not Al 
to Klkcxiſtent, but derives h1s Being or Effence from =. 
the Father (by the Son) as from the ſupreitie “ P 
I Eaule, 7 GO PR RE RE 

* 24th. The Word, God, in the New Teſtament, 


. 


ſometimes ſignifics the Perſon of . the Son. 


_ © 25th. The Reaſon why the Son in the New Teſta: v 


ment ãs ſometimes ſtiled God, is not ſo much upon u 
E Account of his metaphyſical Subſtance, how divine * te 
ſoever, as of his relative Attributes and divine g 
ww on 
3d. The Word, God, in Scripture, never figni- 
3 fies a complex Notion of more e One, Clar 
but always means one Perſon only, uz. either the whi 
Ferſon of the Father ſingly, or the Perſon of the 
J > Oe or op 
910. The Reaſon why the Scripture, tho t 
* ftiles the Father God, and alfo fliles the son God, on 
Vet at the ſame Time always declares. there is but 
One God; is becauſe, in the Monarchy of the Uni- Cog 
_ * verſe, there is but one Authority, original in the it. 
Father, derivative in the Son. The Power of the WW , 
f 


the Father, nor another Power coordinate with that Ser 

* of the Father, but itſelf the Power and ANY 5 
Fon v4 4 7 4 4 4 © 9 ; 3 . «öß˖ĩ¹w 1 r 
| Eds | 0 N 


Son, being, not another Power oppoſite to that of 
$ 


C43 


er- WF of the Father, ; communicated to, maniſeſted in 
his and exerciſed by the Soon. 
me WS <© 424, The Holy Spirit, as he is ſubordinate to the 
— = Father, ſo he is alſo in Scripture repreſented as 
Fa- ſubordinate to the Son, both by Nature and by the 
die , Will of the Father; excepting only that he is de- 
e, ſcribed as being the Conducter and Guide of our 


we T Lord, daring his Stare of Humiliation here upon 
lon, ert, „ 5 -f19 BEN A” COR 
the WF © 43d. Upon, theſe Gronnds, | abſolutely: ſupreme 
to Honour is duę to the Perfon of the Father fingly, 
s being alone the ſupreme Author of all Being 
ot WR: and Bowes / 
on WF © 44th, For the ſame Reaſon, all Prayers and 
al bh Praiſes ought primarily or ultimately to be directed 


* 


* Primary Author of all Good. | | 
* 45th.----, Whatever Honour is paid to the Son 


„to the Perſon of the Father, as the Original and 


ſta: wo redeem'd, or to the Holy Spirit who ſanctifies / 
pot Bl © us, muſt always be underſtood as tending finally 
ine WY © to the Honour and Glory of the Father, by whoſe. 


** good Pleaſure the Son xedeemed, and the Holy Spi 
<« rit ſand iſies us. 5 e BH 


gni- BY [ Theſe three laſt Propoſitious, if I apprehend Dy 
ne, Clarke rightly, are thoſe, for the Sake and Support of 
the which, his whole Book was written.“ Be RS: 
the It is not neceſſary to cite any more of the Doctor's 
wo Propoſitions, to ſhew his Opinion in what Senſe the 
hit ORD or Son, is ftiled, God, in Seripture, and 
od, on what Accounts he is ſubordinate to the Father. 
but RF Ibis Scheme, I/, preſerves the numerical Unity df 
n- God intice, but makes the Unity of the Son and Spi- 
the rit with the Father to be only Figurative ; not ne- 
the WI </arily] an Unity of Effence or individual Subſtance, 
t of but of Aitbority and Conſent.” It keeps yp to the 
hat Scriptures, which have univerſally ſpoken only df this 
rity Sort of Unity, whenever they ſpeak of the Unity gf 
ef P/ons or intelligent Agents, . It gives 2 rational 


4 Account 


. | 
Kccount,of that Expreſſion of Scripture, I and the 
ather are ir, unum, One; not Tig, unus, John 10, 36. 
Indeed the Scriptures in every Place where they men- 
tion the Unity of intelligent Agents, always ſpeak in 
tbe very ſame Term, and always call it zr, unun. 
John ch. 17. ver. 11, 21, 22, 23. 1 Cor. 3. 8. 
1 John 5. 7, 8. 34h). This makes the Term, Perſon, 
fignily the ſame Thing as it always does in our Lan- 
guage, and conveys to the Reader's Mind no Ideas 
but ſuch as it may have clearly enough. 4. This a 
voids all thoſe Contradictions (real or ſeeming) with 
which That Opinion is charged; which makes the 
WORD to be the very God, ſelf-exiſtent and yet der- 
ved; the very Jame individual Being or Agent, ta 
be Father and Son. '5thly. This naturally accounts 
for the Father's being greater than the Son ; for the 
Son's not knowing the Day of Judgment: and for all 
thoſe Texts of Scripture, which plainly ſeem to im 
ort an Inferiority and Subordination of the Son. 6, 
This makes Way for a very good Notion and very pro- 
per one, of the Incarnation: And a Man may without Wi 
any Difficulty conceive, that the Ay or WORD, 
an intelligent Agent, diſtinct from, and ſubordinate 
to the Father, was incar nate, did partake of Fleſh and 
Blood, was made Man, or in the Likeneſs of Man, as 
the Scriptures every where declare. - | - | 
In Oppeſition - to this Scheme, Dr © Bennet has 
offered the following one, which he thinks more a- 
greeable to Scripture, and conſequently more juſt i 
Chap. 12. Fir. The Scriptures do teach, that the 
Mord, or divine Nature of our Lord Jeſus Chrift, ME 
)/O o 
© Chap. 13. 85 * The Holy Ghoſt, 75 one and the 
by 2 Being with the ſelfexiſtent God, or is the very 
dro Ie I OT UE TOE LH 421 7 
Chap. 14. p. 216. 3dly, * The Word and the Spit 
are as really diſin& in the ſame ſelfexiſtent Being, 
627 476 * 1 SEES $14 T 
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13 *"ox very God; a8 af. Soul and ths Body are re- 
1 aur Giftinet in the ſame created Being, Man. 


„„ 216. 

= f. ith. " The Holy Seriptures plainly A ne 

1 « ge {elfexiſtent Being, or very God, both from 

= < * the Word and from the Spirit. p 216. 0 
Fthh, „There is in the divine Nature or El. 

5 . ſence, SOMETHI NG uiſtin& trom the Word and 
* the Spirit; and which, together with the Word and 


& the Spirit, conſtitutes the whole. divine Nature or 
ah Eſſence. ibid. 


'6thly. © The Word and the Spirit are GOD, that 
* 18. ellential, to, and ang bo A of, the (clfexaſtent 
„ ng. i 7 5 8 | 
Itbh. & 80 much of the divine Nature or Ef- 
© ſence," as is not by any more particular Name diſtin- 
M guiſhed in Scripture from the Word and the Spirit, 
* and which is conceivd by us as Prior in Order of 
8 Conſideration to both the Word and the Spirit, is 


„very properly term 4 the eternal Father of the 
. Word. p. 217. 


$thly. © The Word, Perſon, when applied to the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, does not ſigmiy a diſtinct 
intelligent Ape from the F ather We can't exact · 
« I define what à divine Perſon is p. 218. 
Ithh. * God is incarnate by has ſecond Perſon 01 on- 
i „ ly: Even as a Triangle touches a Point given, : if B 
touches it, at the ſame Time that A and C do 
4 not touch! it, notwithſtanding A and C together 
« With B do cocflentially conftirate the Triangle. 
. 
1cthly, © The wel Ns the perſo- 
* nal Union, did forbear to communicate his extraor 
» Wo? Influences to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, during 
* the Time of our Saviour's Miniſtry. c. 9. p. 125. 
11. © Chriſt had an human Soul, which præex- 


- iſted before his Appearance in the Fleſh, and had 
1 be Honour * — God,” 7. * Thi ” 
1s 
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This Scheme the Reverend Dr Bennet has ſet up, 
as hat he thinks to be the true Scripture-Account 65 
this Matter, and by which he endeavours to account, 
for every Text of Moment which relates to this 
— ß 
we compare the two Schemes together, Dr MMT to 
Clarke's plainly accounts for ſeveral Things in a much MF ſel 
clearer Manner than Dr Bernet's. As, If. The Word. pr 
Ferfon'1s in this latter a mere mintelligible Sound; with: 4 
out: any the leaft Pretenſe of Foundation in Scripture, B. 
for introducing ſuch a needleſs Piece of Darkneſs. The. ge 
Doctor ſays expreſly, we can t define. exact what a di- v 
«ae Perſon is; Nay, the utmoſt he aims at, is only. a2 
to Jay what it is not, p. 218. 2dh). The 0 tha v. 

Word, and the Spirit, are (he ſays) as really diffin® 

_ as the: Soul and the ody, p. 216; and yet, but two. 

Pages after, they are ons and the [ame Being with each lo 
other, p. 218. 3dly. The Perſon of the Father, is ex- Is 
plain d no better, than by calling it SOMETHING fo 
diſtinct from the Word and the Spirit. 4thly,That Form um 
of Expreſſion ſo commonly uſed, viz. God the Father, - 
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js altogether imintelligible : As is evident, if inſtead of 

} the Word, Father, we put the Doctor's Definition of 
it. God the Father, i. e. God the SOMETHING di- 
ind from the Word and the Spirit, and which with the 
Word and Spirit conſtitutes the whole divine Mature. 
Or, as it is, p. 217, God the ſo much of the divine Ma- 
ture, as is not by any more particular Name diſtinguiſbed 
in Seripture from the Word and the Spirit, &c. 4 
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The like Difficulties will occur alfo, in this learned ] 
Anthor's Account ef the Incarnation. If. God is in- | 
car nate by his ſecond Ferſon only; that is, God is incar- ] 
| 
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vp nate by we cannot tell what, becanſe we cannot tell 
what the Term Perſon means in this Scheme. 2. The 
Ford is as really diftm# from the Father, at the 
Body and Soul ; and the Word was incarnate, and not 
the Father; and yet the Word is individually One and 
the ſame Being with the Father, from which tis diſtin& 
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WT too. 3. That the Son of God was incarnate, is an Expreſ- 
WT ſion very intelligible, upon Dr Clarke's Scheme : But 
== God incarnate is as hard"as any, in Dr Bemet's, The 
= Word is God, i e. SOMETHING eſſential to the ſelf- 
== exiſt Being; Therefore God incarnate, is, according 
to Dr. Bennet, only SOMETHING (eſſential to the 
2 ſelfexiftem Being) incarnate. Tis very hard to ap- 
XX prehend this; or how one Perſon ſhou'd be incarnate, 


and not the other two, ſince God is the moſt ſimple 
„ Being and free from Parts. Did the ſupreme Intelli- 
e geuce oonſiſt ot Parts, as a Triangle does; twou'd be 
very conceivable how One Angle might touch a Point, 


and not the other: But this being not the / Caſe, tis 
very difficult, I think impoſſible, to apprehend this 

= Account of Dr Beme ts. 1 oY 

= Suppoſing now each of theſe Schemes to be reconci- 
lable with the Words of Scripture; yet Dr Clarke's 
is an intelligible one, whilſt the other is very uncon- 
ceivable. Dr Clarke's has the Advantage of having 
no manifeſt Abſurdities in it, which Dr Bennet 8 
ſeems to labour under. In all Other Sorts of Specu- 
lations, tis the conſtant Method of Mankind to take 
= that for true, which is 5 clear; and to abandon 
fthoſe Notions which upon Examination appear to be 
unintelligible, if a clearer Account be offered. Nay, 
tis upon this very Principle that Dr Bennet himſelf 
admits the Hypotheſis of the Preexiſfence of our Sa- 
viour's Soul, becauſe it ſolves many Diffculties which 
tis impoſſible to give any tolerable Account of otherwiſe, 

p. 70. I cannot therefore but think, that, ' ſuppoſing 
Dr Bennet's Account of ſome Paſſages of Scripture to 

be as natural as Dr Clarke's, yet upon the whole; Dr 
Clarke's Scheme being more intelligible than Dr Ben- 
zet's, it ought to be preferr d before it. 
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Containing a particular Compariſon of Dr Ben- 
net's Scheme with Dr Clarke's. 


PU in Order to make a more exact Judgment 
of this Controverſy, I ſhall next repreſent the 
Solutions each of theſe learned Writers give of the 
Dificulties uſually raiſed upon this Subject; that it 
may appear which of them is in that reſpect the 
molt natural Scheme. . 
I. The Controverſy is about the Trinity. The F:irf 
Queſtion therefore is, V hat do we mean by the Trini- 
ty? Dr Clarke's Anſwer, is contained in his three 
firſt Propoſitions: © There is one ſupreme Cauſe and 
Original of all Things; one ſimple, uncompounded, undi - 
< vided, intelligent Being Agent] or Perſon, who isithe 
** Author of all Being, and the Fountain of all Power - 
Vith this Firſt and ſupreme Canſe or Father of all 
e Thangs, there has exiſted from the Beginning a Second 
divine Perſon, which is his Word or Son: With the Far 
ther and the 95 there has exiſted from the Beginning a 
Third divine Perſon, which is the Spirit of the Father 
and of the Son. So that, in This Author's Opinion, 
there are Three divine Perſons or diſtinct intelligent Agents, 
of which the Son and Spirit are inferior and ſubordi- 
nate to the Father. W n 
Dr Bennet's Account is: There are Three Perſons, 
Father, Word, and Spirit; which Three Perſons, are 
each the very God. But if we take, Perſon, and in- 
telligent Agent, to be ſynonymous; (as, in the Scripture- 
Senſe, they muſt needs be; the Scripture never uſing 
any other Word to expreſs Perſon, befides the maſcu- 
line Adjective, which always fignifies intelligent 70 
gent; 
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That which ſhews that Dr. Benet does not ſuppoſe | 
One of theſe Conflituents of the very God (p. 217.) to 
be intelligent, conſidered as diſtinct and ſeparate from 
the other Two, is, that He allows the præexiſtent 
Soul of Chriſt to be a Perſon or intelligent Age nt, when 
the Word was quieſcent or did not influence him. If 
therefore the Word be it ſelf an intelligent Agent, then 
=_X# *twill follow, either that thoſe Two intelligent Agents, 
= which were diſtindt from each other, and did not mflu- 

= ece one another, were, but one intelligent Agent, (for 
he ſays, p. 19, that the Word and the Man Chriſt Je- 
ſus are united into ONE ;PERSON ;) or elſe that the 
Word is not an intelligent Agent or Perſon. . - 

Now if the Word be not an intelligent Agent or Per- 
Jon properly ſpeaking, how is it that the Vord was 
God? Or how were all Things made by bim, as St. Fobn 
aſſ ures us they were? Was the World made by an un- 
intelligent conſtituent Part of God ? Or is it not clear, 
upon Dr Clarke's Account of this Matter, agreeable to 

the wanimous Senſe of all Chriſtian Antiquity, 77 


God the Father made uſe of the Miniſtration of 
his Son, hy whom (Ji 3) be made the Worlds? © Mo 
II. To#the Queſtion, V herein the Unity of the Tri- 
nity (the Unity or Union of Three real diftin& Perſons) i 
conſiſts ; Dr Clarke wonld anſwer: It conſiſts in that 
there is (Prop. 39.) but one Authority, original in ade f 
_ Father, derivative in the Son and in the Spirit; and con- 
Tequently but One ſupreme Agent. On the other Hand 
Dr Bennet thinks, that the Father, the Word,, and 
the Holy Spirit, are the ſelfexifteut . or very God, .and 
conſequently one and the ſame Being, p. 157. 
A s there is (I think) but one Objection, which is 
ſuppoſed to lye here againſt Dr. Clarke's Notion, vis. 
that his Account makes in Reality Three'Gods : So, 
in Anſwer to That, tis ſaid, 1½; The Inferiority 
and Subordination in the Son and in the Spirit, and 
the derived Powers by which both the Son and Spirit 
act, plainly ſhew that He doth not make them co- or- 
dinate ; and confequently that he preſerves the nume- 
Tical Unity of God entire. To make Three Gods (in the 
abſolute and proper Senſe of that Word,) each of them 
muſt have equal Powers; each of them muſt be ſelt- 
. exiſtent, unoriginated, and independent. But where 
Selfexiſtence, Unorigination, and Independency, are 
directly aſſerted not to belong to the Son and to the 
Spirit, this Scheme can in no more Propriety be 
call'd Tritheiſm, than, becauſe Magiſtrates are call d 
Gods, and Angels are call'd God's, therefore to call 
them fo is Fohtheiſn. 2dly. The Soriptures.no where 
declare the Father, the Son, and the Word to be on 
Eſſence, or Subſtance, or Being, or Berſon; but every 
where {peak of them as diſtindt Agents. The Wordwas 
He by whom God made the World; and the Vord was 
incarnate. The Spirit is deforibed in the new Teſta- 
ment, as the immediate Author and Yorker of all 
Miracles; as the Condufer of Chrift himſelf; and 
has ſach perſonal Characters affixed to him, as evident- 
ly diftinguiſh him from the Father and the TOW 
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Since then the Scripture thus plainly repreſents them, 
notas MODES of one Subſtance, nor as Parts, nor 
Pri. as All of one and the Jame Power, i. e. coordinate Be- 
inge; Dr. Aarke took certainly a very conceivable 
and clear Method, (in which He followed the * Anti- 
ents, ) to make the Unity the only poſſible one; viz. 
One ſupreme God the Father, to whom the Son and Spi- 
rit are ſubordi nate, and act by his one Power and Aut hori- 
9. 34h. I muſt farther obſerve, the only ſcriptural U- 
nity of more Perſons than One, is a figurative One. 
= Such was what our Saviour prays for, Fobn 17, 11, 
Hoh Father, keep thro thy Name thoſe whom thou baff 
== given me, that they may be ONE, as we are. Nay, 1 
80, -Fobn 5, 7, ſuppoting That Text were genuine, (which 
yet is proved ſpurious, if it be poſſible for any Paſſage 
to be proved ſo,) ſpeaks only of an Unity of Teſtimomp. 
And indeed the Word ,, um, in This Conſtruction, 
= when two or more Perſons or Things are ſaid to be One, 
is never (I believe) in any Writer whatſoever, -uſed 
== otherwiſe than fgurativelyßp. 5 
= As thus Dr Cianke's Opinion ſeems agreeable to 
WE Scripture and Reaſon ; twill be hard to account for Dr 
Bennet's; that the Father, Word, and Spirit, are the ſelf 
exiſtent or very God, and conſequently One and the Jame 
Bok , YT Ing TOES AX 
1ſt, If there be ſomething in the Divine Nature, di- 
ſtinct from the Word and the Spirit, which is the eternal 
== Father of the Word, p. 217; and ſomething diſtinct 
in each of the Three, which belongs not to the other 
Ivo; then it follows that God muſt be a compound 
Being, conſiſting of Parts : And it cannot be ſaid, that 
== the Word is the very God, and the Holy Gboſt is the very 
Cod, (to prove each of which, the Dr has a whole 
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* This Origination in the divine Paternity, has antientiy been aol 
Ky the Afertion of the Unity. Pearſon on the Creed, 4h Edit. 
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= - Chapters) but rather that Each of the Three are |. -» 
Wi  Sometbingconſtituent of the very God. The Word cans 
not be the very God, and the Holy Ghoſt the very. God, 
unleſs the Vord and the Holy Ghoſt be the very ſams 
Being But then, as Dr Bennet obſer ves, p. 215, tis evi- MM 
dentithat the Scriptures do notwithſtanding manifeſt:y diſtin 
guifh the Word from the Spirit: The wholg Cour ſe of thi 
New Teſtament is a continued Demonſtration of this. And u. 
after ſome Proofs, he infers, p. 216, This clear); © 
| ſhews that the Word and the Spirit are as really diſtink 8 
| in the ſame ſelf-exiſtent Being or very God, as the 
| Soul and the Body are really diſtind in the ſame crea- 
ted Man. If fo;. it muſt be as abſurd to ſay, they 
| are really diſtinct fron each other, tand yet Both of them 
ü One and the ſame Beingi; as to ſay, the Soul and M___ 
the Body are really diſtinũt from each other, and yet 2, 
they are Both of them Oue and the ſame Being, Man. 
Again, 2dly, The Word is the very God; and the Ho- 
| ly Ghoſt is the very God; and yet they are really diſtind. 


1 


diſtiiick then they muſt ſome way or other differ. If 
they differ. how are they one and the ſam? Being? 2dly, 
If the Word andthe Holy Spirit be eſſential to, and con- 
Hitutide of the Selfexiſtent Being, p. 217; then the 
Word and the Spirit muſt each have All the Properties 
of God, or each muſt have ſome only peculiar to it ſelf; 
which, being added to the Properties of the Other Two, | 

by uniting them, compoſe One Gd. 
I yon ſay, that Each of the Three have All the Pro- 
perties of God; then each of the Three muſt be vnde- 
rived; Which is a Contradictiom to the very Notion 
_ of Father and Son: And each of the Three muſt be an 
intelligent Agent, or Perſon, which yet Dr Bennet will WW 1, 
| not allow. If it be ſaid, that Each of them has only 
its own peculiar Properties, Which being all join'd to- th. 
_ _ getherconſtitute the very God; then Part of a neceſſa- ©; 
111y-exifſtent Being will be unoriginated, and Part de- | 
rived: The moſt fmple Being will have ſucli Attri- W 44 
butes, as ſhew it to be compomded of diſtindt Parts, 127 
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1. A Third Thing very eaſy upon Dr Clarke's i 
Scheme, is, What 8 Perſon in this Diſpute, 
A Term ever ſignifying, in our Language, Intelligent: 
Agent. And agreeably to this, He lays; Vith the 
Firſt there has exiſted from the Beginning a Second and 
4 Third drome Perſon. Prop. 2,3- | f 
On the other Hand, the Reverend Dr Bennet ſays, 
p. 218, that the word, Perſon, when applied to the Son, 
and Holy Gboft, does not ſignify a diſtinct intelligent Being - 
Lor Agent] ſeparate from the Father. For tho' we cant 
exactly define What a divine Perſon is, yet we can ſay Wi 
what tis not, What a ſtrange Scheme of Religion muſt 
That be, wherein are ſo frequently Choſen to be uſed 
the Terms, Three Perſons and one God, even in Publick WW 
Worihip; and yet ſo Able a Man as Dr Bennet can't 
here tell what a Perſon is? Eſpecially conſidering that 
That Term (in Dr B's way) is not a Scripture-One, 

but contrived by Men to exprefs their own Ideas: 
The Scripture never uſing upon this Occaſion any O- 
ther, Term but the maſculine Adjective alone, which al. 
mays and neceſſarily and Only ſignifies an Intelligent Agent. 
Doctor Bennet ſeems to think the Term, Ferſon, 
an impręper one; and ts clear that the Three Perſons 
of the God. head, are not three Perſons in the ſame \Senfe, 
in which Three Men are three Perſons, p. 218. But not- 
withſtanding That, he deſires that the Uſe of it may be 
continued, till better can be ſubſtituted in its Room. But 
qught not the Doctor to have deſired the direct contra- 
ty; ſince the Term Perſon fo negeſſarily conveys into 
the Hearers Mind a Notion ſo very different from 
what Heought to conceive? Can there be a Worſe Term 
poſſibly made uſe of, than that which never fails to 
raiſe in our Minds wrong Notions (if Dr Bennet; 
Scheme be right) of the Objects of our Worſhip? 
When a Man is told that the Father, the Word, and tbe 
© Spwrit, are truly and really diſtin&, ſo that one is not th? 
other, p. 2183 and at the ſame Time, that each of theſe 
is a Perſon, Which way is it poſſible but that he muff 
LY imagine 
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1 „ - | 
imagine each of the Three to be 4 diſtinct titelligent 
Aten, and that they are not individually . One and the 
== ſame | Agent or | Being? This Zeal for 1erms without 
any Meaning; and the ſtrong Conceit, that Matters 
ot the higheft Importance lie under them; has, Fm 
pvperſuaded, been one great Caufe of the fatal Diviſions 
in Chriftianity; and muſt neceſſarily keep them upſo 
long, till Men can either define the Meaning of their 
on Words, contrived by themſelves to explain the 
== Meaning of God's Word; or elſe can bear to be called 
back to the Uſe of plain and ſcriptural and undiſputed 
Expreſſions, which would tend much {more to the 
real Glory of God and the True Union of Chriſti- 
Wan. et boars wr; „ 0 088 
IV. Dr Clas be has given us a clear and diſtinct Ac- 
WE count of our Bleſſed Saviour's Divinity; Whereas Dr 
Bennet has deprived us of every Text: of Scripture in 
Prcof of that main Point; except Three, which yet up- 
on his own Principles may with Eaſe be taken from 
him. His Three Texts are; John. 1, 1, In the begin- 
ing was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God. 2dly, 1 Tim. 2, 5; There is one God, 
and one Mediator between Qod and Man, the Man Chri 3 
' Feſus. The 3d is a Paſſage cited by the Author of : 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, ch. I. out of the 162 Plalm 5 
Which is exprefly aſcribed to Jehovah there, and £6. 
bur Si x aA © 
A 3s «s to the Firſt of thefe, The Word was God; This 
Learned Author has told us, p. 61, I am perſuad- 
ed that tht Reaſon thy Angels are ſo often call d Elobim 
[ 1. e. God,] 3s becauſe they ſo ſrequentiy tranſacted Met 
ters with Mankind in the Name of the very God? Why 
then might not our Sav:our/becall'd God too for the 
ſame Reaſon, ſinee he tranſacted Matters of the very 
id the greateſt Moment with Mankind inthe Tame of God? Il 
t the it a Proof that the Word is the very God, becauſe he is g 
theſe WW call'd God, and not as good a Proof that Angels are the 
muſt very God, ſince they too are allowed to be calbd, 3 4 
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God is aſſerted Had Dr Bennet conſidered this, I 


they muſt needs be blamed by all who differ from him. 
ced by the Doctor four or five ſeveral Times in this ve- 


_ © gue hence that the Word is the very God, becauſe the 
Word is not mentioned as ſomething intermediate be- 


its poſſible, notwithftanding this Text, that there may 
ted to the Man Chriſt; that he might be only an ex- 


the Word, be the very God; and the Man Chriſt je- 
ſus, united to the Word or very God, be the Media- 
tor between God and Men; then the Meaning is, that 
the Word umted to Chriſt was a Mediator between God 
the Father and Men. But then if the Word be the 
very God, one and the fame Being with the ſelf-exiſt· 
ent Being; there will be the ſame Neceſſity for a Me- 
diator between the. Word and Men; and again, for the 


thus we ſhould ſtand in need at leaſt of Ibree Media- 
tors, vix. One for each Perſon of the Trinity. 


i 20) 5 


By whatſoever Method you will reconcile to the Uni- 
9 of God, Angels being called God; by the very 
1a 


me in proportion, may St John be: reconciled to 
the reſt of the Scriptures, in which the Unity of 


am perſuaded he would not have uſed ſuch Expreſſi- 
ons as we meet with in p. 188, 189; which, as they 
ew too much Confidence in his own Scheme, ſo 

The Second Paſſage, 1 Tim. 2, 5, has been produ- 


ry Book to prove our Saviour to be a Man. Lis 
ſtrange therefore 1f, that this Text ſhou'd Now be 


brought to prove him the very God. It any thing; | 1 | 


tis moſt natural to infer, that he is not the very God, 


becauſe he is here ſo.expreſly contradiſtinguiſhed from 3 
him: There is one God; and one Mediator between God and 
Men, the Man Chrift Feſus. But 2dly.- There is one God; 


and one Mediator, the Man Chrift Feſus. Do you ar- 


twixt God and Man? But tis ſo palpable that this 
Text proves not the Word to be the very God, that 
be no Second Perſon or Word; that nothing was uni- 


traordinary or even but an ordinary Man. 3d). If 


fame reaſon, between the Holy Ghoſt and Men; And 
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Uni- 1 | x dot of 8 s ) 1 2 3 1 1 
_ The Third Text is; Thou, Lord, in the Beginning baſt 
to aid the Fvundation of the Earth, and the Heavens are 
of be Work of thy Hands: They ſhall periſh, bat thou | 
1 halt endure,. but thou art the ſame, and thy Tears 
207. all not fail, Heb. I. The Argument, is this. Febovab 
hey ö the incommunicable Name of the ſelfexiftent God. 
4 The Pſalmiſt directs himſelf to Jehovah The Au- 
nim. chor of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ſays, thoſe Words 
odu. are ſpoken of the Son. Therefore the Son is Jehovah, 
Tis Is this then the only Argument, which muſt ſupport 
„de O great a Truth as the Divinity of our Lord; nay, that 
ing; i. to prove him to be the very God? How many 
God. Ways are there of anſwering this, amd conſequently 
om of diſproving our Saviour's Divinity, if this be its 
1:11 only Proof ? 1/t. Suppoſing our Saviour to be really a 
304; diſtinct Being, ſubordinate to the Father, Þy whom He 
20 (the Father) made the Worlds, the Pſalmift might ſay, 
the Thou, Lord, in the Beginning haſt laid &c. of the Fa- 
ebe. ther; and the Apoſtle might apply it to the Son; 
this and Both very properly, ſince the Father made it by 
that the Son. To the One it might very well be ſaid 
oy 1 ue wo the Cauſe, to the Other as the Inſtrument. '2dly. 
uo il ++ atif the Foundation of the Argument be denied, 
er- that the Name Febovah is an incommunicable Name? 
7 Tis granted that tis communicated to Chrift : Now 
b fe. is not the Argument as good; therefore the Name is 
edia- Ear 1 becauſe tis communicated to 
that Chr 50 z as the Name 1s incommunicable, therefore 
A the very God ? Our Saviour ſays, that there 
: . 5 f wn Good, but One, 1 = God 5 Will it therefore 
ri. wa ow that the Term Good is an incommunicable 
ic boom: and that no one can be called by that Naine 
„the be. ee 1s granted that Febovab 1s appro- 
1 ena to the one God of Heaven in Scripture, in 
ti < ppoſition to the Gods of the Nations: But there 
eems to be nothing either in the Words of Scripture 
be or in the Reaſon of the Name, (if I do not much mi- 


C 3 flake 


„ 
ſtake the Reaſon of it,) that at all jmplies it to be 
incommunicable. In Exod. 6; 2, 2 Cod ſpake un- 
to Moſes, and ſaid unto him, I am Jehova: And 1 ap- 

cared ite Abraham, unto Iſagc, and into. Jacob, by 
the Name of EI Shade (God Almighty). but by my Will 
Name, Jehova vas I not made known to them. And 
Exod. 3, 15, Febopab---- this is my Name for ever, this hi 
7s my Memorial unto all Generations. The Meaning of th 
thele Paſſages is; I declared to Abraham, Gen. 17, fu 
I, that I was Almighty, able to accompliſh whatever 
thought fit, and therefore I commanded him to walk 
before me; and I promiſed him the Land of Canaan, 
and a numerous Seed that ſhould;pofleſs it: But they BG 
died, not haping receiv'd the Promiſes. I promiſed them, MiWic 
and they depended on my Power, But now. I'll. be 
known by the Name * Febovah, which ſignifies to 
cauſe. to BE what I promis d. This is my Name or 
for ever, unto all Generations; The Ferformer of my 
Promiſe. Jehovah therefore doth not imply 'Self-ex- 
zſtence, or any Thing like it, as far as I have been able 
to judge; nor doth the Formation of the word inti- 
mate it but tis plainly, be that will cauſe to exiſt or 
be. If the Reafon therefore of the Name be of any 
Conſequence, it may be very properly communicated 
to our Saviour, through pbom and for whom all Things were 
created by the Father, 3. The only Argument from 
whence tis concluded that the Name Fehovab is incam- 
municable, is this, that God ſeems to appropriate this 
Name to himſelf; This is my Name for ever, and this Wl 
75 my Memorial unto all Generations. And Pſalm 135, 
13, Thy. Name, O Lord, endureth for Ever, and thy Me- 
morjal, O Lord, throughout all Generations. And Hoſea Ml 
12, J. Even the Lord God of Hoſts, the Lord is bis 
Memorial. But why may not this Name be commu- 
nicated to Another without Confuſion? The Father 
3s God, and Good, and ouly Wiſe,- and Bleſſed, and 
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1 . ; 
be only Potentate, and who only bath Immortality, and 
rhou only art Holy: And yet This occaſions no Confu- 
fon, tho we know that Chriſt too was God, and 
Good, and iſe, and Holy, and Powerful, and Bleſſed, 
ind Immortal. Try +5; 7 3 247 ee 
FE The Name of God will ſtill be Febovab, and That 
his Memorial to all Generations, notwithſtanding 
this Communication, Nor is there any Danger of Con- 
fuſion of Perſons, ſince the Circumſtances of the Place, 
will cafily determine of Fhom they are ſpoken; even 
Was eaſily, as they determine when the Term God 
Js ſpoken of the Fin, or of the Second Perſon ; or 
Wb: the Term mn or de-, which ſometimes 
ſignifies The Augel of the Covenant, at other times an 
iel, at other times a Common Meſſenger, even a 

Alan; is to be applied to the one Species of Beings, 
Wor to the other. But Laſtly; ſuppoſe it really to be 
an communicable Name; ſtill the Name Jehovah may 
be aſcribed or given to*Jeſus Chriſt, i. e. to the 
Word, as to one ſent in the Name and acting by the 
8 Pover of The very God: Which is the Solution that 
Dr B. bimſelf bas given to ſeveral Texts of Scripture, 
Wo. 51 Cc. And then it will no more follow that 
= Chriſt is the very God, as the Dr would infer; than 
chat the Angels who acted in the Name of God in the 
= Old Teſtament, in whom was the Name of God, were 

The very God. eee e e 
; RE  Vrbly. Upon Dr Bemet's Scheme, viz. that the 
Word is the very God, the Incarnation. is unaccounta- 
ble, unleſs we ſay The very God was incarnate, which 
the Doctor will not grant. When therefore he comes 
to treat of this Difficulty, he makes a Part of God to 
be incarnate, and alters the Terms of the Queſtion; 
1 P. 220, Why may not God, by bis Word, be united to a 
Alan, as well as the Body and the Soul are united in each 

of US? If the Word be The very God; then to ſay that 
God, by bis Word, may be united, is in other Terms 
to ſay, that God, by the very God, may be united; | 
i ; 5 CE 4 or 
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por God, by biũ God: Which is unintelligible. What . 
can be the Meaning of That Particle, by Hlò Word? Wt: 
The Word is The very God, and The very God muſt Mee 
be the Word, and they are Both One and the ſame Be. ne 
ing, P. 21 8 How then can One be incarnate BIT the a 
(Liber, or God by bis Word, and not be Both equally iv 
incarnate? To conceive a particular Part of 4 lter 00 
iſtent Being incarnate, who has 10 Parts; is a con- 
tradictory Conception. And to conceive one and the 
Jame Being under different Names, incarnate under 
One Name, and not incarnate under one or two other 
Names, is as bad. Theſe are not Difficulties ariſing AW - 
from partial and inadequate Ideas, but they are clear 
and diſtinct Conceptions ; as clear, as, if Peter and 
John be each of them Names of One and the ſam: Wi 
Being, whatever is true of Peter, muſt be true of John; 
and nothing can be affirmed or denied of John, 
Which may not exactly be the fame of Peter. If the 
352 be the uery Gad, and the Holy Gboſt be the wr 
Vo, all one and the fame Being; then if the Vord b: 
 FIncarnate, the very God muſt be incarnate ; and con- 
Aequently, the Father and the Holy Ghoſt muſt be 
V... er Se LES 2 
Ihe Doctor indeed, when he treats of the Iucarn. WF © 
tion, ſuppoſes, not that the Word is the very God, and 
the Holy Ghoſt the very God; but that each of the 
Perſons of the ever bleſſed Trinity, are really diſtin, p. 
220. And then by Means of a Triangle he explains Wn 
the Incarnat ion; viz." that a Triangle touches a: Point, 
i B pouches it, tho? A and C do not touch it, But the 
Doctor ſhould have proved B to be The very Triamk, ans 
und likewiſe the ſame of 4 and C; as he has proved MF 
each of the Perſons to be The very Gbd in a ſet Chap- 
ter; tho now, when he has Occaſion for it, he wou'd 
make them to be but Partsof God, as each Angle !s 
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to be made Fleſh ? As tis an intellighe 


* 1: Scheme, and a very confiftent one, and which ſtrictly 
e Keeps up the apparent Diſtinction which the Scrzptures 
Zake ot the Father, the Word, and the Spirit; and 
as alla (I think) the general Opinion of the Frimi- 
e Fathers inthe Three Firſt Centurtes; J ſee no Reaſon 
chy it ſhould not have the Preference before any other 
bat bas not equal Advantages. . 
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Wl Containing, 4 Compariſon of D Bennet's and 
A - : Dr: Clarke's Account of the Incarnation. 


HE Queſtion. betwixt the Reverend Dr Bemet 
and Dr Clarke here to be examin'd, is, I think, 
juſtly ſtated by Dr B. p. 69. V pat That intelligent Being 
vas, hich volunarih debaſed or emptied it ſelf of a glo- 
= 7:0us State, and condeſcended to be Iucaruate, and to un- 
= dergo ſuch Temporal Hardſhips, and even the Death of a 
== Malejator, and was afterwards exalted by the ſupreme 
= Codto a State of ''Power and Authority aver all created 
Being; What was That intelligent Being? © © 
= Tis granted on both Sides, and indeed it muſt be 
on all Hands, that it cannot be The very God, becauſe 
tis impoſſible for him to be exalted, or rewarded on 
Account of Sufferings. Dr Clarke therefore accounts 
for this; Prop. 49, 50, thus. Ibe Son or Word at bis 
Incarnation emptied himſelf (inlr or iav]ty) of That Glo- 
ry which be bad with God before the Worid was, and by 
Virtue of which he is deſcribed as having been inthe Form 
of God: And in this State of '' Humiliation, ſuffered and 
died for the Sinsof.' the World: After the Accompliſh- 
ment of which Diſpenſation, He is deſcribed in Scripture 
| ith diſtinct Worſhip in bis own Perſon : hig 


"Me Srj3 4 8 


eke 


original 


P 
original Glory and Dignity being at the ſame Time e. 
vealed, and bis Exaltation in ee Nature to 5 
Mediatorial Kingdom cin : Himſelf ſting pon 
Bis  ather's Throne, at the Rigbt- hand of the Majeſty of lr: 
God, and receiving Prayers and Thanſgivings from bi: M 


Dr Bennet Scheme is; That the Pre-exiſtence of human Wl 
Souls in general, is mere Suſpicion and Conjeture, and 
without any Poſpbility of Proof. But as for the Pre- exiſt- n 
ence of Chriſis human Soul in particular, the Admiſſion 
of it as an Hypotheſis 7 Many Difficulties otherwiſe im- 
poſſeble to be accounted for, p.70. Chriſts Pre- exiſting Soul, 

rot the WORD, was, before the Iucarnation, the Sheci- 
nah, or Habitation of the Glory of the Father of very God, 

i whichthe Name of God was. -- The Pre-exiſting Hu- 
man Soul of Chraft- emptied himfelf ef bis Glory, the 
Glory be bad with God before the VVorld was, and on 
which Account be is ſaid to have been in the Form of God. 
And in this State of Humiliation Chriſt. did ſuffer and die 
for the Sins of the World, p. 260. The Word or divine 
Nature of the Son is not a different Being from God, but 
ft was certainly worſhipped before the Incarnation, bo- 
Cauſe be was entially in God, and the SAME Being with 

#he Father ur Very God, who con d not be worſhipped ſepa- 
rately from his Nord: ibid. The Word was not capable 
of any ſuch Exaltation, p. 261, as Dr Clarke bas main» 
tamed in his 5oth Fropoſſti ot. 
Iheſe being the reſpective Accounts given by theſe © 
two learned Writers, of That Great Myſtery of Godli- 
areſs, God manifeſt in the Fleſh, I ſhall Firf conſider 
what Dr Bownet has occaſionally. objected againft Dr 
Clarke's Scheme, and Then what may be objected a- 
gainſt the Other. l Ys N 
Is agreed on Both Sides, that an Intelligent Agent 
came down from Heaven, and, after a State of Humi- 
ation and Suffering, was exalted, and now receives 
Jome Religious Worſhip. He that ſball be our Fudge, is at 
pre/ent aur Mediator; For there is ons Mediator * 
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ne ve; d and Men, the MA N Chriſt Jeſus, x Tim. 2, J. 
to Zn d to bim that is at preſent ow Mediator, a 
150 hereafter be our Judge, we are required (ſays Dr 
fly of ret) to give Religious Adoration, p. 29. And again, 
I 20, It is certain therefore, that to him that waſhed us 
n our Sins in bis own Blood, we are band to give Glo- 
may and Dominion for ever and ever, Rev.1.5, 6. I 
aud ention this, becauſe ſome have drawn an Objecti- 

Mn gainſt Dr Clarke's Scheme, from the Vorſbip to be 
aid to the Lamb that was ſlain: Which, as tis no Diffi- 
Multy to Dr Bennet, ſo neither can it be to Any who 
Soul, onſider what He has ſaid upon this Subject from ex- 
heci- Seri 8 
God, Doctor Benet objects againſt the Exaltation of 
Hu- Ihe Vord; Firſt, That all things whatſoever, were mads | 
the y the Word, John 1, 3. So that the whole Creation, e- | 
4 on den the moſt glorious created Beings whatſoever, derive 
God, beir Exiſtence from him. Hence tis evident that be is by 

Nature their Superior. — And conſequently That Exalta- 
vine ion which our Lord Enjoys, could be E xaltation to the 
== ord, — becauſe be is neceſſarily as great in bimſelf, as 
be» bat Exaltation cou'd make him. Iis indeed an d moors, 

We a2: exceeding Exaltation, of bis human Nature; but tis 
120 Exaltation at all to bis Divine Nature, p. 37. 
= To this Ire ply, 1½; Dr Bennet here ſuppoſes, that 
becauſe Ly the Word were all Things made, therefore 
che Vord had ſupreme Dominion over all Things from 
the Beginning. But this is contrary to the Repreſen- 
We tations of Scripture, which declare All Power to be Gj- 
Ven hun in Heaven and Earth, not till after his Reſur- 
reddion, Matt. 28, 18: Nay twas given him as the 
EKevard of his Sufferings. Becauſe he emptied himſelf, 
HIberefore God hath bighly exalted him, and given him a 
Nane which is above every Name, Philip. 23 9, 10, 11. 
So again Epbeſiaus 1; 20, 21, 22, God, when be raid 
Chriſt from the Dead, ſet bim at bis own Right-hand in the 
Wo bcavenly Places, far above all Principality and Power and 
abt and Dominion and every Name that is named not 


: Hennet grants, p. 38, That the very God himſelf exercis' 


J DON £ * a * 


. 
only in this Virld, but alſo in that which ic to come; and 
bath put all things wider his Feet. 2dly, The Scriptures i 
always repreſent the Son or Nord, as the Inftcument 
BT which God made the World; and not as himſelf 
the Supreme Lord of the Univerſe. Were Authoritics' 
to have any Weight in this Queſtion, I cou'd produce 
all the Fathers unanimouſly. But T wave them. The 
Scriptures are exprefs. God created all ihings by Feſns 
CbriſtEph 3, 9. And 1 Cor: 8, 6, To us there is but One 
God, The Father, Of whom are all Things, and we in hin; 
and one Lord, Feſus ( brift, By whom are all Things, and 
we by bim. See alſo John, 1; 3, 10. Coloſſ 1; 16, 17. 
Hieb. 1; 2, 8, 10, 11. Theſe Paſſages, as they plain- 
Iy aſſert his having a Share or Office in the Creating of 
all Things, ſo not one of them in the leaſt intimates 


any Dominion or Government of the Univerſe belonging 
to him ppon That Account. Nor is there any Other es 
Text which doth fo, till after our Saviour's Reſurrecti- om 
on. The Father indeed is prais'd (and not the Word, 5 ri 
as Dr Bennet ſays, p. 187,) on account of his Creating all ll f 
Things, Rev. 4, 11, Thon art worthy, O Lord, to re. E 
ceive Glory and Honour and Power ; for thou baſt created K 
all Things, and for Thy Pleaſure ( which is never ſaid of 32 
the Son,) they Are, and were created. But the Word is EN 
never at all prais'd on That Account, tho tis granted ny 
that all Things were made by him. But tis always on 2 Tue 
different Account, that Honour is given to Him, Rev, rb 
5 9, 12, Thou art worthy to take the Book, - for thon Wi ; 
va SLAIN; and, Worthy is the Lamb that was SLAIN, der 
iso receive Tower and Riches and Wiſdom and Strength, and ter 
Honour, and Glory and Bleſſing. Whatever therefore be jn 
the Metaphyſical Nature of our Bleſſed Lord, and how 57 
much ſoever his Nature be ſuperior to all his Creatures, Spi 
Jet tis plain He may be capable of, and receive an 
* xmeveLons, Ar exceeding Exaltation, or rather an Exalta- os 
tion above every Name, as he receiv'd all Power in Hea- | 
ven and Earth, the Reward of his being ſlain. 3dh, Dr . 


this 


5 1 2 2 
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4 3 Authority I the Authority over his Creatures, ] im- 


yo adiately, and without the Interpoſition of a Mediator, be. 


re Chrifts Exaltation. If therefore the Word was exat- 
4d to an Authority, which God the Father himſelf im- 


a cadiately exercis d before Chrifts Exaltation; this gives a 
ce ir 2 of the higheſt Scripture-Expreſſions upon 
1 his Hea . i . „ 4 

h 7s Tis not therefore an Exaltation of The very God, of 
571 f the Fatber, that is maintained by Dr Clarke, as Dr 
„: Venmet would inſinuate; which, tis granted, is abſurd, 
ay Blaſpbeny, to Juppoſe. But tis ſuch an Exaltation, 
17 vieh implies our Lords being really the better for it, and a 
iu. Gainer by it, bis having more Honour from inferior Being. 
of But then I know not how to add, as Dr Bennet does, | 
tes ore Subſtantial Happineſs by bis Exaltation, than the 


Condition of bis Nature Coil d inveſt him with, P. 39. Theſe 


185 eecret Things belong to God: and unleſs God had re- 
gi. vealed them to us, we had better confine our ſelves to 
7 the plain Deelarations of Scripture, and not venture 
a1 0 be confident beyond what is written. 
re. . A 24. Objection 38 ſtarted by Dr Bennet, p. 64. The 
11 Law is ſtiled the Word ſpoken by Angels, Heb. 2, 2. and 


is upon that Account oppoſed to the Goſpel, which 
was delivered by the Lord, ver. 3. How can this b 

| accounted for, if the Word was the Angel who ap- 
| pear d in the Form of God and delivered the Law; 


Re ſince it will then follow, that the Law was delivered by 
3s | the Lord, as well as the 8 FIG 
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5 NF der Conſideration ; Dr Bennet anſwers, p. 65, that af- 
be ter our Saviour became incarnate, He i. e. the pre- exiſt- 
„we Soul] might very properly be „ from Angels; 
6 bat name being uſually given to, and under ſtood of ſuch 
5 FᷓFirits, as were + not embodied.— The Alteration of bis 
ta. * 4 3 — 

4. * —k — 5 

Je Tf Where is there any the leaſt Hint given in Scripture, that An- 

U 7; ; pture, 
4 dens are mere Spirits, without any ching of Body belonging to them? 


4 


As This Objettion affeds Both the Schemes here un. 


Con- 


N 


Cbnditton by bis perſonal Union vith the Word, and 
ſpecial Sonſhip to God, and Deſignation to the Dominion o”* » 
the Univerſe, gave the juſteſt Ground for that N 9 mM 15 1 


7 


But the truer Anſwer (I think) is; The 0 
when he appeared in the Form of God, and as God, u 9 
no more than the Miniſter and Augel of God, and ad. ! 
ed all along as ſuch, God t he Father immediately ( ff 
220) exerciſing Dominion over his Creatures. Bui! 
in theſe laſt Days, He being ſo much better than the Angel 
ins be hath by Iuberitance obtain d a more ęxcellent Nan >" 
than they, Heb. 1, 4; being appointed Heir of all thing ho 
having All Judgment committed to bim, and thus being Pe 
himſelf our Governour; he hath (as ſuch) delivered un ere 
to us the Law we are to follow, and by which he wille. 
judge us at the laſt Day. There ſeems to have been the Tel 
ſame Difference in the two States, as between the Son 
of a King, when his Father is immediate and ſole Go 
vernour, making uſe of him as his Agent, or Inftrument, 
or Embaſlador, in which Caſe he can never exceed his 
Commiſſion ; and the Same Son admitted into the In 
Throne with his Father, and made judge and Gover Wl © 
nour himſelf. The Son Now delivered to us his o 
Law: he added now as King himſelf, and not merely as 2 
Ge, to De CE a IG * 
Dr Bennet objects 3dly; That the Apoſtle can't be 1. 
derfiood (though I think the Whole Chriſtian World, 
| excepting the Socinians, have always ſo underſtood 
him, ) to meanthe Mord or divine Nature of Chriſ, when 
be affirms of our Saviour that he was z woggy 088 and Tox 046 
before the Incarnation, becauſe this he ſays) would 
weaken the Force of the Argument, p. 75.79. But the A. 
poſtle (be ſays) would have expreſly call'd him &, God, 
as he doth * elſewhere; and accordingly wou'd have 


| | : — * — — — b | 5 | — ů 
* Sc Paul has no where applied That Title to our Lord, in any 
ene unconteſted Text, See Dr C's Anfwer to Mr Nelſon, pag* 
> 0 Rid, 


aid, 2, bed; badge, who being bimſelf God; And then 
e wou d bave ſubjoined--- bis own lofty Expreſtons in Col. 
. 16, y whom all things were made, &c. or Something 
e parallel to theſe Words, Then follow ſome hard 
rd, which J omit; And 
1% Ireply, 1,f. 1 wiſh that this way of treating the 
ſpired Writers, when they do not juſt write to our 
Noitiated Taſtes, were not ſo much in faſhion. 24% But 
cw does the Apoſtle weaken his own Argument? He 
as urging "Humility from the Example of Chriſt, 
who was wont to'appear as God, in great Glory and 
Splendor, and to; rſonate S did not covet 
"2 or eagerly and haftily aſſume to himſelf to be honours 


ml | 


ed as God, which Honour he was to have in the ax 

pointed time; but he willingly empried himſelf of 
the Glory he had, and was made in the likeneſs cf 
Man, and humbled bimſelf, and became obedient to 


and as preach d to us by the Apoſtle, anexcellent one? 
nn what part of it, is there any Flaw ? Or what obli- 
ation was St Faul under, to expreſs himſelf here in 
te Words Dr Benet would have him, when the Phraſe 
= wee) ds ſets forth his Whole Senſe altogether as Well? 
ah. But the Argument (he ſays) ts ſo much the ſtronger, 
% how nuch the more excellent the Frſon is repreſented, 


ion and the Fradice be ſubmits to; p. 77. Then certain- 
Ip the Argument is ſtronger upon Dr Clarke's Princi- 
ples, than upon Dr Bemiet s, by how much the Word 
is more excellent than the pre-exiſting Soul, and the dif- 
= tance greater between the Condition of Him by whom 
= God created all things, and One of the Things ' them- 
ſelves which God created By him. þ, ron 

Dr Bennet objects atbh. If St. Paul meant that the 
Word was iv wepn 948 and don ge, bis Argument is inconclue 
ſroe, and impertinent p. 79. What Influence can it have 


not at all affect him, becauſe of the Prodigious Diverſity of 


» — 


* 


WE Death. Is net this Example, as ſet us by our Saviour, 


and the greater Diſtance there is between his proper Cundi- 


upon a mere Man? Will not the Man reply, that it does 


\ 
* 
2 ** 2 
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CircumPances? : How does it enforce any mere Maus FHπẽ 
mility and Condeſcenfion?--p. 80, *Tis the Praftice of a diſ- i 
tint Nature, which choſe to debaſe it ſelf before the Union 
of the two Natures commenced. And tis the Condeſcenfion 
and Humility of the Vord alone, in whiob. the May bas 
dare; pt 8h. moms 1:7: ton Þ i oe: 

I reply, 1/, Tis very bard, to ſay preſently that 
St. Paull uſes zn Argument drawn from awrong Topic, 
that his Argument is impertinent, and that we make 
him uſe wretched Sophiſtiy; if he does not argue juſt as 
we would have him. St. Paul's Argument is; Let this. MR 
Mind be in you, which was in Cbriſt, who, tho he was 
in the Form of God, yet bumbled bimſelf for our Sakes ; 


For which Humiliation: God rewarded: him; Be 5e 
therefore ready to Humble yourſelves,) and God. 
will reward Jou. Can any Thing be more rational, 
more pertinent, or more covcluſive ? ⁊2dly. Cannot 2 
mere Man be moved to a Duty, by Arguments taken 
from Other Beings beſides mere Men? When Solomon 
_ encouraged Induſtry from the Example of the Ant, 
did he argue inpertinently, and uſe wretched Sophiſtry * Ml 
Or did St. Jude argue inconclufrvely, from the Angel WW - 
vhich kept not their firſt Eftate, and from Michael the 
Archangel's not bringing a tailing. Aceuſation ; to the 
Duty of Man? zah. Suppoſe the Circumſtauces of 4 
mere Man, to be prodigiouſiy diverſe in other Inſtances; 
yet may not the mere Man, and Chrift who was not 
a mere Man, Both exerciſe a particular Virtue? Or 
is the Argument inconcluſve and impertinent, as often as 
it occurs in Scripture, Be ye perfect as your Father which 
25 in Heaven is perfect; Be ye Holy, for II i. e. God] am 
Holy, Lev. 11, 44. 19, 2. 20, 7? May not a mers 
Man urge all that Dr Bennet has ſaid from this Topick 
againft the Humiliation of the Word, againſt th ſe 
Commands likewiſe of Scripture? But atbly. This Ar- 
gument enforces every Man's Humility, as much as 
any Argument from Example can. The Vrd diveſted 
himſelf from all his Glory, and underwent great Pains 


- 
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r Men; he left the Glories he had enjoyed for man 
Ages, and willingly humbled himſelf for Man: Men. 
herefore ought to be. like-minded; to do nothing through 
Strife or Vain glory, but in lowlineſs of Mind to regard the 
bingsof others, and not only their own; even as Chriſt. 
egarded not himſelf only, when he emphed himſelf 
she did. ' 5thly. Does Dr Bennet imagine that Jeſus 
briſt was not a Man on Dr Clarke's Scheme, as much 
on his ohn? | Jeſus Chriſt is not. denied by De 
„ (lake to be a Man; and therefore in His Scheme 
there will ariſe no Objection, but what will lie equal- 
y againft a Prabxiſting Soul who had appeared len 246 
a God, and was now incarnate, and united to the 
rd. For 6thly. may not a mere Man, i. e. one not 
oited to the Word, urge all That againſt Dr Bennet 8s 
scheme, which He ſuppoſes a mere Man may urge 
againſt Dr Clarke's Scheme? Nay, he can do it with 
advantage. For g Man united to the Word is as dif- 
ferent in this Caſe from a mere Man, as the Addition 
of the Vord can make him. ' Laftly; Humility is Hu- 
mility in every Being whatever, And the Argument 
is very pertinent and very concluſbe, from One to the 
Other. But the Miſtake ſeems to have arpſe from 
„ bence, that the ſame Action that is Humility in One, 
cannot perhaps be practiced by another; of if it can, 25 
it may not be an Act of Humility in another. No . 
the Apoſtle does not command us to leave the ſane 
Wy Glories as our Saviour did, i, e. to exert the ſame Acts 


of Humility,” but to be like-minded : Which ſurely 
is in every Man's Power to be, or elſe the Apoſtle 
bad enjoyned Impoſſibilities. A mere Man cannot ag. 
= ways have ſuch a Guard over himſelf, as to be ſin- 3 
„ leſs; and yet tis a good Argument to urge to nere 
Alen to abſtain from Sin, to bid them follow Chriſt s 4 
Steps, bo did 16 Sin, neither wits Guile found, in his. * © 
Mouth, 1 Pet. 2 21, 22. e 
A 5th. Objection is grounded on thoſe” Words of 
the Author to the Hebreps, > 23 1, 2, 3, There 
ns | | « |," TO 


RN 


we ought to give the more earneft Heed to the Things which 1 
we have beard, left at any Time we ſhould let them flip, For 
if the Mord ſpoken by Angels was ftedfaft, ----bow ſhall 

wos eſcape if we neglet# jo great Salvation, which at the 
firſt-began to be ſpoken by the Lord----The Apoſtle argues 

pon This Principle, viz. that the Perſon who delivered the 
3 Goſpel was of greater Dignity, than the Angel who de- 

Tiered the Law. Now if be that delivered the Law, 

was the Word or divine Nature of Chriſt, Thzs Principle i 


Oo OD 2 PR ef 8 BU 

. ay Pe Tf, The Perſon who delivered the by 

Goſpel, is of greater {Dignity than that Perſon who Py 
(together with the Miniftration probably of. inferiou ß 75 

4 Angels alfo) delivered the Law; juſt as the ſame 1 
Perlon who doth an Action when admitted into a . © 

Throne, and having the Power of Judgment commit - = 

ted unto him, is of more Dignity than the ſame Per- 401 

fon when he acted merely miniſterially. 2. The Apo- 77 

Ale argues from our Saviour's being appointed Heir f Frs 

all Things, that he is now Superior to Angels, who *” 

are but mmftring Spirits. They are all but Servants; 5 

- whereas Chriſt is now Lord over them. I the Yord _ 

ſpoken by Angels, who are but mmifiring Spirits, and on- 150 

5 is execute the Commands of their Maſter, ſtood faſt ; * 
=. we 94 oh certainly to adhere very cloſely fto what Go 
= = Who Himſelf now is our Lord and Mafter, has BW 
In this Manner (I think) may all the Objections Wi Fa 

_ -againft Dr Clarke's Notion, be fairly anſwer d. 1 
The Opinion it ſelf, accounts ſo naturally for that va 

5 - Petition-of our Saviour, John 17, 5, O Fatber, glori- FEA 
fie thou me with thine own Self, with the Glory vbich! his 

had with thee before this World was: And v. 24, thou fol 

 *  Tovedft ne before t Ne of the World : And, H De. 

* _ that.camedown ffom Heaven, ch. 3,12; 6, 51: And; BF uh 
obe 


what if je ſhall fee the Son of Man aſcend ap where be 
was before, v. 62: And, Before Abrabam was, I am, 
eb, 8, 58: It accounts, I ſay, fo naturally * 
. | | : 
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= Foundation for ſuch an 


Ws theſe, and many other Paſſages ; änd is flogged witli 
no Abſurdities, or inſuperable Difficulties, either 
iin relation to the Trinity, or to the Incarnation; that 
I cannot but think it highly probable, very agreeable 
to the whole Tenor bf Scripture, very rätional, and 
WE conſequently preferable to any Other which ſtands not 


IS = 
L Fs 


upon ſo intelligible a Foundation; 


WEE 


1 


But I muſt next examine Dr Bexnets Account: Who 


ſolvesa great many Paſſages of Scriptute, and a great 
many inſuperable Difficulties in the common Schemes, 
by his Notion of our Saviours preexiſting Soul. The 
ext, on which he builds this Opinion, 1s chiefly, x 
et: 3; 18, 19, 20, Chrift alſo bath once ſnffcred for Sins; 
3 | the Fuſi for the U. 17 uſt, (that be might br ing us to God 30 
being put to Death in the Fleſh, but quickned by the ( Po- 


er of the) Spirit: By wbich (Power) alſo be went and 


3 | preached unto the Spirits in Priſon, Which ſometimes were 
== diſobedient, when once the long-ſnffermg of God waited in 


the days of Noth, while the Ark was a preparing, wherein 


2 | few, that is, Eight Souls were ſaved. 


The Doctor's Obſervations are, That Chrifi--preached 
in Noah's days--by the Aſiflance of the Holy Ghoſt. How 


ö or in what Sehſe could the Word, which at leaft is equal to 
= tbe Holy Ghoſt, go and preach to thoſe Sinners by the Aſiſt> 
ace of the Holy Gboſt? Chriſt's human Soul might do it as 


Gods Angel, - „ 9 

I reply, 1. This vey obſcure Text, is a ſtrange 
| | mportant Doctrine: Nor 1s it 
eaſy to conceive why this ſhou'd be thought à preg- 


2 nant Proof, which is expounded ſo many different 


ways by Commentators, 2dly. This Text doth not fo 


moch as aſſett ont Saviour's Preexiſence at all before 


his Incarnation, either the Word or human Soul, if we 


W follow the Interpretation of Many. Chriſt was put to 


Death; and afterwards quickened by the Spirit; By 


| Which he preach'd to thoſe Sinners, who would not 
| obey nor regard Noah who was a Preacher of Righteonſ- 


veſt, 2 Pet, 2, 5; Tis not ſaid that Chriſt preached in 
* 2 0 


CH 


ke day of Noah, but that he preached to ſuch as were 


Peiſon. Which is confirmed too, theſe Interpreters think, 


mental Cauſe; Col. 1; 14, 16, i» &, thro whom we have '# 
The Word might therefore preach tv u by the Spi- 


And then the Text is plain, in aſſerting, not that 


Chriſt which was in the Prophets, 1 Pet. 1, 11. 


Application of that famous Paſſage in the Philippians 
to our Saviours preexiſting Soul, becauſe tis all along 


- miſtake.) that He who is {tiled the Word, cod not 


jections againſt the Doctor's Scheme in general, ſince | 
no One Text of Scripture particularly mentions any 
I bing like a preexiſting human Soul. And I ſhall: con- 

: "ſider That Foint afterwards in a Chapter by it ſelf. 
_ ©. Firſt. Dr Benet aſſerts that the bleſſed Feſus bas | at 
one and the ſame time Two Natures, By which HE 
underſtands Iwo Intelligent Beings united in bis Perſon, 
P. 72. Now Two intelligent Beings, however united) 
ate two Fexſons, ſo long as they are two Intelligent 
Beines: and conſequently Chrift, (conſiſting, according 
d to this Notion, of two Perſons or intelligent Agents, and 
2 2 4 / 15 3 n 4 | . ; 2 
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636) 
diſobedient in the days of Noah, aud were kept iv oον #5, in 
by the next Chapter, v. 6. For this Cauſe was the Goſpel 


preached even veu e315, to the dead. But I inſiſt not on 
this. For 3dly. Chriſt preached to Sinners in N- 


ab's Time, by the Spirit. The Præpoſition ir, is u- 


ſed by St Paul as ſignifying the Miniſtring or Inſtru- MY 
Redemption; and, 27 ©, by whom all things were made, | I | 
7i, in like manner as God made the World by Chrijt. Wi 
Chriſt preach'd by the 4fitance or by the Power of the Y 5 
Spirit, (which are Dr Bennet's Comments; ) but Chriſt 
preach'd to thoſe diſobedient Perſons mediately by the 
Holy Ghoft; the Holy Ghoſt being given to Noah, 
even as elſewhere the Holy Ghoſt is called the Spirit of 


There is no neceſſity of conſidering particularly the 
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founded upon This (which is already ſhewn to be a 


poſſibly abaſe himſelf; or ceaſe to enjoy fully and uni- 
tormly That Glory or Happineſs which be had before the 
World was. IT ſhall therefore Now propoſe. ſome Ob- 


- 
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11 Fl 2 bumane Body,) can't in any ſenſe x be faid to 'be | * 
ik, Man, Ui. e. a Being conſiſting of One rational intelligent 
pel gent and a humane Body. EE The Dr aflerts, p. 7, 
on that Chriſt is Very Man, conſiſting of an human Body and an 
Vos EE rumen Soul; Nay, p. 9, A Man of the very fame Kind, 
. ve our ſelves in general are. I do not well underſtand 
ru. WE what the Doctor means by we our ſelves in general, or a 
a e Man in general. But, let thoſe words ſignify what he 
ids pleaſes; A Being which conſiſts of a Soul and a Body 
p and the Vord or very God, as the Dr ſays, can no more 
7. properly be of the ſame Mind with one that conſiſts of 
hat Oh a Soul and a Body, than a Body without a Soul, 
the or a Soul without a Body, is of the fame Kind with a 
riſt Soul and a Body united. The Doctor tells us, that 
the tis ridiculbus to afirm, that an human Soul join'd to the 
ab, Body of a Lion is a Man, p. 10. An human Soul then 
of joined to the Body of a Man, is what conſtitutes a Man. 
A Bcing therefore which has not only an haman Soul 
the 2 join d to a Body, but the very God alſo united to an 
am . Puman Soul, and both together join d to a Body. is 
ng different from one that has only a Soul and Body, 
a as an human Soul, joined to the Body of a Lion, is 
wot different from a human Soul join d to an human 
ni- Body. N ee 
the 2h. Dr Benet grants that Two intelligent Beings 
Ob- were united in our Saviour's Perſon, viz, the Word and 
nee bis buman Soul, p. 73. He grants too, that "is 
any ve ne, that in common Speech intelligent Being and 
on- Perſon are convertible Terms, p. 231. Now the run- 
nig Title of his Third Chapter is, Two Natures are 
rat if mited in Chriſt, Dr Bennet therefore muſt ſay, that 
iz fl Two Perſons, as well as two- Natures, were united in 
ſo, Chriſt. For tis evident that, if tis true that Intelli- 
4) gent Being and. Perſon are convertible Terms, the One 
es may be us d wherever the Other can. Two Perſons 
ing therefore being united in Chriſt; in Vhat Senſe is it 


nd ſaid, that Chriſt is One by Unity of Perſon? Was not 
4 the Word ſo diſtind from the humian Soul of Chriſt, 
> PIR as. 
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ps to be quieſcent during our Saviour's Miniſtry, upori 
2 Bennet's N Or was not The very God, as he 
ſays the V ord id a diſtinct intelligent Agent from the 
human Soul, when the Human Soul did act for man 
Years, even for Chriſts whole Life, without being 
actuated by the Word? They were as diſfinct intell- 
gent Agents, as tis poſſible to conceive Imo to be; 
2nd the Doctor aſſerts them to be till diſtintt and di. 
verſe in themſelves, p. 163; And contequently Two Per- BF: 
ſons or diſtinct intelligent Agents muſt be in Chriſt, 
upon this Scheme; contrary to the Scripture-Repre: 
on 5 2» 


ah. The Ford, that 1s, Th n God, was united 1 | 
to the Man Chrift, but was quieſcent, i. e. did not com: ln 
znunicate bis extraordinary Iufluences, during the Mini 
of il, p. 125, &c. Now if the Mord com municated no Wi 
Influences more than what other Mortals, who are not Per: St 
Jonally united to the VVord, receive from bim, (ibid.) then 
to what End, upon the Doctor's Scheme, was this U- 
nion? Whilſt the YVord neither did any thing, nor 
ſuffer d any thing, how did That Union enhance the 
Merit of our Saviour * Where is the Difference be- 
tween an Union and vo Union, it the Being united is 
perfectly an unconcerned Spectator? If another Prince, WF 
| 33 particular Occaſion, was to lend the King of be 
Creat-Britain 100000 Men, and they were iov;#« to WW i 
be quieſcent, and forbear to communicate their Afiſtauce; 
Where would be the Difference betwixt having and 
- pot having them? or what, would this affect either 
the Enemies of the Friends of the King? I 
- gtbly. What rational Account can be given of our 
Gaviour's being under the Conduct of the Holy GH 
during his Miniſtry,” that is, under the Conduct of 
the wery God (for He afſerts That too, in the 
whole 13. Chanter,) upon Dr Bennet's Notion 2 The 
Mord or the yery God was united to. Jeſus Chriſt, but 
mr mmi ng foffocnces, But 
ry or 8 R 
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co be quieſcent, or not to communicate Aſiſtancei; but to 
nit or acquieſce. But of This, more in its pro- 


1% rer place 8 
it, f Laſh. I can't but obſerve, that Dr Bennet, how great 


' WE foever things he ſpeaks of the preexiſting Soul of Chriſt, 
of its perſonating God, and being in the Form of God, 
= wu wen ber, and Ion 345 ; yet declares it zmpoſſible, that 
be Creation of the World ſhould be underſtood with reſpect 

== to Chrift's byman Nature; but that it wholly belongs to 
the Word, or the Son's divine Nature, p. 193, 185, &c. 


ane , Yet notwithſtanding this, he interprets the Words of 
Per: St Paul, Col. 1, 15, the Image of the inviſible God, and 
den BR the fit born of every Creature, of Chriſt's pre-exiſting hu- 
U- WR man Soul, p. 171. And p. 190, he ſays, By the Incare: 
nor BE nation of the Word who is God, by the Union of the Word 
the to the Man Chriſt Feſus, God is become (in a Senſe) viſible, 
be- the Man Chriſt Feſus being the viſible Image or reſem- 
18 blance of the inviſible God. Now St Faul is expreſs, 
ce, that by the Image of the 11vifible God, ver. 15, who was 
of WW Before all things, v. 17, were all things created, and all 
ta Bl things confif, Nay St. Paul carries this Point farther, 
© and afligns the Reaſon of his calling our Lord the Image 


3 C the 1nvifible God, the firfl-born of every Creature; FOR. 
i BECAUSE] all things were created by bim. Either 
therefore the human Soul created all things, or the Word, 
== The Human Soul Dr B. will not allow to have created 


uy 

the World. It muſt therefore be the Word, or (which is 
t WF theſame thing to the Dr) the very God. That is: The ve- 
Q ry God is the Image of the very God, and conſequently 
0 not the very God, unleſs it can be proved that a Perſon 


and the Image ofa Perſon are one and the ſame Being. 
0 — D 4 4 Thele 
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Cap) 
heſe Difficulties ſeem unſurmountable in Dr Ben: 
net is Notion, and would be -own'd fo in any philoſo- Wl 
Ph cal Speculation: But when we are diſcourſing of i 
religious Matters, they are veil'd over with t he ipe- Ruſt 
cious Name of incomprehenſible Miſteries : | Which Ws 
therefore [viz. the confidering the-Notions and Phra- WW 
ſes of fallible Men, inſtead of the Words of God, as . 
Myſteries blindly to be ſubmmitted togy is thę next Wl 
Thing to beexamiped,. '/ ,- + -- 
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1 Of Reaſon, in the Queſtion about the Trinity, 
2 D* Benet, - after he has been explaining the Doc- f 
trine of the Trinity, comes at length to the u- 


wal Refuge of thoſe who love not to be content with 
the Fords of Scripture; and tells us, That this great 
Myſtery miſt needs per plex Us with Difficulties, whoſe Ca. 
pacities are fſo narrow——tbat we are couſtantly puzzled 
_ gven withthoſe Objects which are moſt familiar to us; — How 
then ſhall the wiſeſt Man in the World throughly compre- Ml 
hend the Nature of the Self-exiſtent and-infinitely per fed 

_ God, p,. 224, 225? And p. 221, He ſays to Dr i 
Clarke ; Jou are ſo good a Philofopher, (not to mention 
Jour Skill in Divinity, ) tbat you can't need heing convin- if 
ced of the Reaſonableneſs of believing »what is abe ve di 
Comprehenſion, or attended with ſuch Difficulties as po 
are not able to clear. And again, p. 219, Since vt 
Fuom ſo little of the 8ubſtance / any Thing, met hin 
we. ſhould readily believe what God bimſelf has reveals 
concerning bis own Subſtance, though at preſent perhaps our 
Faculties are not qualtfied to form any tolerable Idea of it. 
Now I grant 1. That whatever the Scriptures do 
| teach, p. 224, be it ever ſo much above our Compre- 
benſion, is to be believed. 'Tis a ſufficient Demonſtr 
ton.of any Truth, that God hath ſaid it; nor wou 
. [EN | 1 ' al} 
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Man, who knows what he ſays or does, diſpute 
hat God has frepealed. Tis certainly reaſonable, to 


; of lie ve what is above our Comprehenſion: But then, we 
pe- ¶ uſt not miſtake Contradictions for Myſteries, nor put 


RF Schemes and Inventions of our own, for Revelations 
RF God. We muſt not confound Things above our 
omprehenſion, with Things which we clearly com- 
ebend to be impoſhble ; and thus captivate freaſon, 
Not to Revelation, but to the Follies of Men.  2dly. 
is granted, that we cannot comprehend the Nature of 
be Selfrexiſtent and infinitely perfect God. Yet not- 
ithſtanding That, we are able to comprehend what 
ay be a Contradiction to it, as clearly as if we really 


„. could comprebend it. That one Subſtance cannot 
ee Three Subſtances, is as clearly conprebenſible, as 
oc: if we had Faculties which could . 4. what the 
u. Nature of Subſtances is. That one and the ſame Be- 
1th ing cannot be derived and underiuved, begotten and un- 
reat N begotten, is as clear, as that tis impoſſible to be and 
Co not to be at the ſame Time. In ſhort, whatever is a Con- 
zled tradiction. in the Nature of things, muſt a/ways be equal 


1 = Contradicton, let it be applied to a Being whoſe . 
re: Mature we can or camot comprehend. For cur Igno- 
fed rance no more alters the Nature of a Contradict ion, 


Dr than our Knowledge does. Notwithſtanding therefore 
ion that our Facultiesare ſuch as are not qualified to foi m any 
Vine tolerable Ideas of the Subſtance of God, yet they certain- | 

Ny are ſuch as can perceive very clearly Ideas contra · 

ve dicoy to it. Natural Reaſon diſcoyers a great ma- 

ny Attributes and Properties of the Seli-exiſtent Be- 
hes ing, and Revelation has confirmed the Truth of thoſe 


Diſcoveries. Whatever therefore is a Contrad iction to 


out any of theſe Attributes, may be as juſtly determined 
it. to beſo by Men, notwithſtanding the Narrowneſs of 
40 their Capacities, as if they had much ſuperior Facul- 
pre- ties. 3. Wherever a Man clearly perceives the Agree» 
ar ment or Diſagreement of Ideas, tis unreaſonable to 
N 


| Expect that he ſhould quit ſuch Evidence, and reſign 


a 


jy — 
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His Seuſe to what may groundlefly be call'd by ſom 
2 Matter of Faith. The Meaning of Words muſt b 
yudg'd of by Reaſon, unleſs God himſelf ſhould vo 
far interpoſe as to diſcover their Signification, or un 
Jeſs he had made Uſe of only ſuch as ou d not have 
admitted Variety of Interpretations. If a Wort 
therefore be plainly ambjzguous, we muſt compare other Sp 
Paſſages of Scripture, and reconcile them together in 
the moſt rational Manner we can; as being certain 
that an all-wiſe God will reveal nothing that is ab- 
fnrd, or contradictory. It the Interpretation of al 
Word in One particular Senſe in ſome Places, will 
make the whote of Revelation eaſy and intelligible et u 
but by confining it conſtantly to another particular a 
Senſe, will make the whole either abſurd or wiintelligi- W*!* 
ble; we may fafely conclude, that the Wiſdom of RF? *© * 
God deſgned ſuch Term in thoſe Places to be underſtood nen 
in ſuch a Manner as would not make Men renounce 
their Reafon. 4thly, Whatever contradicts a clear 
Propofitzon, is contrary to Reaſon: And whatever by WW: 


the Uſe of our rational Faculties we can obtain no WW?) : 
Knowledee of, or but very imperte&, That is proper- op 
br ſaid to be above Reafon. How immaterial Beings i 10 a 
upon ourl Bodies, is plainly a Matter above our Rea: 57 
on. Our Knowledge here is very imperfect, or none 510 
at all. But yet whilſt we perceive no Diſagreement . 
of the Ideas which we have, we conclude it not contrary Con 
do Reaſon thatſimmaterial Beings ſhou'd act upon Wi he 
Matter. On the other Hand, we find an actual Di- z 
agreement of Ideas in theſe Propoſitions : The V lief 
and the Holy Spirit, are one and the ſame Being, p. 215; Fan 
and yet the Word was made Fleſh, and not the Holy Bi "8 
Spirit: That is, one and the ſame Being was and was nt Th 
made Fleſh. Here is ſo evident a Diſagreement of i + 
Ideas which we have, that we cannot but conclude 5 
this to be contrary to Reaſon. In ſhort, 5thly, In the 4 
Queſtion concerning the Trinity, if any one charges 95 
any particular Scheme with Contradiction, it wm Mg 


f . 5 
lt de wvith Contradiction to the Ideas which he bat? 
14 Ind the Anſwer muſt be, not to ſay, tis not a Con- 
or un adiction to Ideas which tis granted a Man bas not, 
hape nt that ſuch or ſuch Ideas are not dilagreeable to one 
Word 1 nother. = 5 "11s erted, that the Word and the Ha- 
othe Spirit are f fy apes dic ee — voong 
er in None and the ſame Being, p. 215. This Propoſition, 
rtain hether true or fa}{c I do not here enquire, is certain» 
ab. not a ContradiFory one; becauſe we all conceive the 
F 3 Poſſible Agreement of the Ideas, which the Terms, 
will 8/974, Spirit, and One, raiſe in our Minds. But now 
;ble et us add, what Dr Bennet has added, p. 216, That 
be Vord and the Spirit are as really diſtinct in the ſame 
eHexiſtent Being or very God, as the Soul and the Body 
1 of re really diſtinet in the ſame created Being, Man: And 
hen the ContradigQion of this Sentence to the prece- 
ing, lies in this; that the Word and Spirit, One and 
the ſame Being, are really diſtindt from each other. 
4 * Contradiction is not charged upon any imperfect- 
ly known or quite unknown Properties of God, but 
upon what is known and perceived, viz. that one and 
the ſame Being can't be diff from it ſelf; Or, in o- 
ther Words, it lies in the Diſagreement of Unity and 
Diſfinctiou. 6thly. Sappoſe we can't form any tolera- 
ble Idea of the Subſtance of God; what would be the 
| Conſequence? Why, then you muſt needs believe, what 
you can t comprehend, Suppoſing this too; what then? 
Then (it ſeems) there is no real Difficulty as to the Be- 
lief of [Dr Bennet's Notion of] the Trinity, unleſs we 
can find out ſome good Reaſon to afirm that the Subſtance 
| of the ſelf-exiftent Being will not admit of any real Di: 
W findtion internal and weceſſary (not from, but) in itſelf. 
The Dr's whole 12th Chapter is to prove, that the FVord 
2s the very God. His 13th Chapter is to prove, that 
tbe Holy Gboft is oe and the ſame Being with the ſe ex · 
Vent God. And he begins the 14th, with declaring 
that he hes proved, 1. the Nord, 2dly. the Holy Spi- 
ß are the ſelfexiftent or very God, aud conſequently 2 
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and the ſame Being. Now whatever the SubBance of tu 
ſelfexiſtent God be, yet a Part of a Subſtance can't vill 
The Subſtance, becauſe tis a Contradiction for a Pri 
to be the Fbole - Nor can the whole Subſtance be a B 
= only of it ſelf, becauſe tis a Contradiction for t.. 
i #hole to be but a Part, Suppoſing therefore a 71 
=. Diſtinction in the Subſtance, yet the Vord can't nl 
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faid to be The ſelf-exiſtent God, nor.can the Spirit 1 
aid to be fo ; ſince they are each but eſſential to aui 4 
= conftitutive of the ſelf-exiſtent Being. p. 217; and con. 1 

fequently in Dr Bennet's Hypotheſis each Part muſt be . 
| 


the Whole, and the Whole but a Part; Which are di. 


rect Contradictions, I do not argue from the unρh⁰m 
"Subſtance of God, but from the evident Diſagreement 2 | 1 
of thoſe Ideas which are known, viz. Part and V holt, 
One and diftin?, which neceſſarily. and in the Natur 
of Things muſt always differ. Laſtly, What the 
Doctor ſeems to depend much upon for the Solution 
of theſe Difficulties, is the Difference betwixt i», 
and from, as applied to the Divine Subſtance, He 
thinks no good Reaſon can be given for affirming that 
- the Subflance of the ſelf-exiſtent Being will not admit of 1 a | 
"any real Diſtinction internal and neceſſary (not fron, Wi 
but) in itſelf. Now, allowing it to admit of a real 
Diſtinction in itſelf ; Whatever is really diftin# from 
another inany Subſtance, cannot be the Same with that 
from which it is diftin#. In the Body of a Man, one 
Part cannot be another Part; nor is it poſſible that 
there ſhou'd be in any Subſtance à real Diſtinctiam in- 
ternal and neceſſary, and a Sameneſs or Identity at the 
- . ame Time of the ſame Thing; becauſe it implies 
this Contradiction, That it is and is no. 
O.ur Faculties then being allowed to be very arrow, YG 
and our Capacities very ſmall , yet they are certainly Mi 
ſuch as can perceive Contradz#zons, And ſuch ſeem to 
me to be Theſe in Dr Bennet 's Notion. '  _ e. 
ibs Firſt, He aſſerts, P. 188 . Tf: there muſt needs be th 
. « Contradifion in the Caſe, [if in the Firſt Verſe 0 8 1 
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eit be a Contradiction in Terms to fay the Word 


$i vidually- one and the ſame Being with Him with 
em he was, I would as willingly ſuppoſe that St. John 
ee a Contradiction in Terms, as that he wrote a Con- 

+l ickion to the whole Tenor of other Scriptures by af- 
ie Plurality of Gods. But is it not abſurd to 
poſe a Writer inſpired, and to write at all any Con- 
7:02 Or is it not more proper to imagine ones 
miſtaken, than to charge ſuch an Abſurdity upon 
== Apoſtle? Why is it ſo impoſſible to take the 
ord 68, God, in a ſubordinate Senſe in this Verſe, 
en we actually meet with it taken in a ſubordinate 


8 ao ſe in St Fobn's Goſpel, ch. 10; 34, 35 ? Or why 
55 got it here be ſo underſtood, as St Faul. uſes the 


im kee Lord, 1 Cor. 8, 6, viz. as implying 
boraination? Dr B. declares indeed himſelf convin- 
that 10 24% Expoſition or Senſe of the WW, ord, God, 
=: reconcile the Contradiction between this Verſe of St 
Sn and tbe other Parts of the Bible, without admitting 
Wt the Vord is the Very God, or ſelfexiſtent Being, p. 189. 
t upon what, is this ſtrange Condon grounded? 
oe Term bes, God, is plainly. and frequently uſed in 


% riptuce, not as implying the One ſelfexiſtent Be- 
rol g: and Dr Clarke has ſhewn, in his Scripture- Do- 


e Word and Holy Spirit with the. Unity of God, ſo 
to avoid Poljtheiſm on the one Hand, and Sabellia- 
/n on the other, But how will Dr. Bennet reconcile 
i Expoſition of this Verſe, upon bis Principles, ei- 
er to the Unity of the ſelfexiſtent Being, or to the 
ryreſſion of Scripture ; which, he tells us, p. 215, 
fein diſtinguiſh the Word from the Spirit; and 
ads. that the whole Courſe of the New Teflament is a con- 
med Demonſtration of this Diſtinction ?] How, Iſay, 


rd, and the Word was mes; Thy bels, [pug with God; 


whom 


une, how 'tis eaſy, to reconcile the Subordinatian of , 


ill Dr Bennet reconcile this? In the Beginning was the 


; ather and the Spirit, was one and the ſame Being, from © 
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. ©. The Word who is manifeſtly diffnguſped from the FRO 


-# bh 
TY 


. 8 * 4 
9 5 94 * 


1 «1 420509 
11 


— — 


* 
a 


i) 
[> 
i . 
4 
1 


; Foe oO FE | ES, 1 . 4 We 
(hom he is diſtinguiſhed. If therefore the Word be iu 


one Perſon, or intelligent Agent. This is the only Senf 


tn the Senſe of Intelligent Being, God is but one Perſon: 


this Way) no r whatever can poſſibly be 
 eitber true or falſe, 
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Fame Being with the ſelfexiſtent God, how is he difinguil* © 
He from him? or, how was he with God in greater u 
priety than it may be ſaid Ai George is with the Rig 
G. Britain?” Tis no Reply, to ſay that the Vord ws nes; il 
bez with God, only to ſbem that be was not yet e- 4 
with Men, p. 190. For the Meaning of This, if it hull 
Any Meaning, is This: The Word, who is the vel" 
God, is ſaid to have been with himſelf in the Beg 

317g, only to ſhew that he was nat yet incarnate. Whid . 
is a worſe account, and more trifling, than that whid 
the Socinians give of this ekt. _ » 
Secondly ;, Dr. Bennet owns, p. 231, that God is . 


a8 
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of the Word Ferſon, and the only one which the Greets 
and Latin Maſculine Adjective (which is always uſeſ 
In Scripture) can bear. Nor indeed can the Term Fra 
be expreſſed in thoſe Languages Otherwiſe, than by 
a Maſculine AdjeQtive : Perſona in Latin, and ve, 
or *ego»my in Greek, ſignifying (as Dr Clarke has ob 


Terved) quite other Things. This the Dr has ir ff 
_ Liſted upon in his Scripture Doctrine N*1, and moral. 


largely in his Comment on 40 Texts, N. 1. where be 

Has unexceptionably proved his Notion of That wor 

notwithſtanding Dr Bennet has thbught fit to deny i 
. 231. But ta paſs by This; Dr Bennet grants, that 


But then he adds, that in another and different Senſc 


ving told us, p. 218, that we calnot define exa@ly wal 
a Divine Perſon 7s, tis evident that with him, D. 
vine Perſon ſignifies only Something in the Divine Na: 

ture, as he calls it, p. 216, i. e. no one knows what, ; 
which is not a Ferſox, And in this method tis to lit 
tle purpoſe to argue or to urge Objections, ſince (in 


O 
mi 


true and falſe, 


i. Dr Bent alerts, that God is One intelligent. 
ext, p. 231. And yet, p. 216, be owns that the 
"Word aud the Spirit are conſtantly repreſented as diſtinct 
9 . of Aion, 1, e. as diſtindt Agents. So that 
reality One intelligent Agent muſt be Three diftin® 
en,; Which certainly our Capacities enable us to 
ow to be a Contradiction. Dr B. endeavours in- 
ed to remove this Objection by a Comparifon of 
be Soul and Body in Man, p. 216, and again p. 218. 
Mat however dzſinct the Soul and Body are in Man, 
Met they are not diſtinct Principles of Action. Man is & 
 ompound; and the Soul and. the Body are diſtinct in, and 
if you pleaſe) coeſſential to, and neceſſarily conſtitntivs 

Man; p. 218. But Soul and Body are not the 
ne Being, nor do they conſtitute the ſame Being, as 
e Doctor aſſerts; but, when united, are called by 
ne Name, Man. They are Two Beings, whereof One 
bean being a Perſon or intelligent Agent, and the Other not, 
debe Two Beings are ſtill but One P:xſon. In God there- 
. - Wore, either there are Many diſtinct Principles of Action, 
that is, difin& real Agents or Perſons, which (if they 5 
ere all equal) are Many Gods, and God a Compound 
ef many Perſons; Or elſe, the Father, the Word, and 
thc Spirit, are not diſtinct Principles of Action; and then 
they arc not at all Objeds to whom any Application or 
Pier can be made, but mere Modes... 

== Fouthly, The Dr thinks, that the Father, the Nord, 
uu the Spirit, join d in one individual Subſtance— 
nay conflitute one and the ſame moſt ſimple and uncom- 


phat > 1 F 6 uf . . 
= pounded Being, viz.the very or ſelf-exiftent God, p. 219. 
DB How can Being conſiſting of Three diftin® Principles 


| y ef Action joined together, (ꝓ. 216, ) be one uncompound- 


15 ed Being? The Umon of diſlincdt Subſtances may conſtitute 
(ol One Eeing, Man, (ibid.) i. e. may conftitute Man, a 
( Cenrnmd of Soul and Body; but this will not make 
70 Man a Simple-uncompounded Being, Wherever diſtinct 


dubſtances are united or joined together, there muſt ne- 
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keſſarily be 2 Compoſition; diſtin Subſtances wilted ant 


continue to be ſtill intelligent notwithſtanding their 


fonple and uncompounded Being, nor One Intelligent 
Agent... | Me : | ol 


re but one Perſon. 


* 


umcompounded, being a Contradiction in Terms. No.] 
if but One of theſe diſtinct Subſtances be intelligent, 
how many ſoever may be united, yet they will all 
make but Une Fer ſon. And if ſeveral diſtinct Principle 
of Action | Subſtances or not Subſtances | are united, they 

muſt either, all but One, ceaſe to be a Principle of 
Action, and thus make One Perſon, (in which Caſe 

thoſe which ceaſe to be intelligent, cannot without the 
higheſt Abſurdity be addreſſed to ;) or they muſt al 3 


+ \ 


Union, and then this Being will be neither One mf 


t 3 65 5.75% 
Fiſthh, Dr B. ſays, p. 220, God is indeed incarnate, the 
but by His ſecond Perſon only. And again, by HIS r ©* 
three Times in this Page and the next. What is the the 


Meaning of the Word, HIS ? Or whatis the ſecond P No 
fon of a Perſon? God (he ſays) is undoubtedly a Perſon, Wi hol 
and but one Perſon or intelligent Agent, p. 231. Thi bec 
Perſon was incarnate by his ſecond Perſon, i. e. by ben. 
ſecond Something, which is His. The Dr adds; Ttbu Tro 
I can as eaſily conceive that God, by his Word, is perſo-W"<t 

- nally united to the Man Chrift Feſus,---as I can conceit i her 

© that the Soul acꝭs by and thro the Body, (ibid.) i. e. God, whe 
by His very Gad, or (omitting the Word, HIS, which phe 
is unintelligible,) God by the very God, or, God by of 5 
the very ſame Being with himſelf was incarnate. An © © 
"ag if this was not hard enough, tis added, was Perſo- dar 
*nally united to the Man Chrift. If fo, then Christi pool 
mut neceſſarily be two Ferſchs properly, in Dr Ber f: f. 
net Scheme; For a Perſon (viz the Word,) and a Per Wi * © 

:£$6n (the Soul of the Man Chriſt,) muff make tw 
"Perſons, and yet theſe Two were united into one Perſon 
p. 19. All This, the Dr ſays, he can as eaſily concein!, 

(viz. , how Perſon and Perſon make but one Perſon,) a 

5 be can how Soul and Body, 1. e. Perſon and not Perſon, . 
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of Graſs are one and the ſame Spire of Graſs, becauſe 
our Faculties are ſo dull as not to be able to comprehend 


we Nature or Subſtance of Graſs. Thus we cannot 
lit ſeems) confute any the moſt abſurd Explication of 
te Trinity; becauſe we know not the Nature of God 
Nor can we convince any Man, who ſhould deny or 


hold. contradi ctory Opinions about the Incarnation, 


becauſe our Capacities are ſo narrow, as not to compre- - 
bend the Nature either of the Word or of Man. 


The 
Truth is: Men have long been accuſtomed to abſtract 


metaphy ſical Terms in this Queſtion, which ha ve ei- 


ther None, or very uncertain Significations: And 
when theſe come to be examined throughly, and ap- 


plied in a certain definite Senſe; then we are told 
of Things incomprehenſible, of narrow Capacities and 


4 Want of Ideas: Whereas indeed there is nothing 


wanting, but the Application of thoſe Faculties and 


; [thoſe Ideas which we have, to diftinguiſh'a Contra- 


dition or an Abſurdity from a Thing intelligible in 


it ſelf, however partially revealed to 18. 


If to all This it be replied, that theſe are but Dif- 
fculties ariſing from the Narrowneſs of our Capacitics, 
and from cur Ignorance of the Nature and Subſtance of 
= God; I would anſwer, that we are wholly ignorant 
== of the Subſtances of All Beings, and yet we are never- 
theleſs able to judge of Contradictions about them. 
And indeed if the Reaſon be good, that, becauſe we 
are ignorant of the Subſtznces or internal Conſtituti- 
ons of Beings, therefore we cannot certainly know 
== what is a Contradiction about them, and what not; 
l do not ſee but an univerſal Scepticiſm muſt be em- 

Es braced. We may maintain, that many diſtinct Spires 


. 


Su Ar V. 
Of the Scripture- Trinity. 


OW much ſo ever Dr. Bennet may be perſuad A. 
LI ed that bis Sentiments are delivered in the Hoh 
Scriptures, and how well ſoever he may be aſſured that 
They do really teach his Notion; Yet I am fo tar 
from agreeing with him in this Point, that I think 
it evident there is no Account in Scripture of bis No- 
tion; that *tis at beſt but a mere Hypotheſis of his own, 
ſuppoſing it Foſfble in it felt. 
Ihe Scripture- Trinity is plainly the Three into 
whom we are baptized. The Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghoſt, Each of which, are conſtantly re 
Preſented in Scripture as diſtinct intelligent Agents; 
Ihe Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, as ſubordinate to the 
Father, ſent by him, and executing the Father's Vi 
And thus there is but Cue God; 2 Supreme, ſelf. 
exiſtent, underived Being, by whom the Son was be. 
gotten, and from whom the Holy Ghoſt proceeded. 
But then theſe Three are not, according to Dr Bennet, il 
the Trinity. But in One place, God, and the M 
Chriſt, and the Effuſſon of the Spirit ; In other Places, the 
Father alone, is the Trinity. In others ftill, The FW 
ther, the Man Chit, and the Spirit, which is the Fa- 
ther again. | 8 | - a 3 
The Firſt of theſe Not ions he expreſſes evidently in 
his Comment on Matt. 28, 19, Baptizing in the Nam 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, p 
211. It may be urged, ſays he, that if the Son does nit 
that Place betoken the Man Chriff Feſus, as I have de. 
clared above, (he means, p. 162, where he declares il 
that the Son is not called the Son of the Father upon a") 
account antecedent to the Incarnation ;) the Spirit muſi a 
| 4 ET | - cording) 


— 


„dingh denote a Being as really diflint from the very 
cd, who muft be meant by the Father, as the Son or Mai 
eſus Cbriſt is. To which he anfwers: — Our Savi- 
=: Meaning is, — That Men ſhould by Baptiſm be made 
be Diſciples of God (who 15 nſually filed the Father,) 
ef Chrift and of the Spirit. They ſhould be by Baptiſm 
rade Profeſſors of that Religion, which is taught or made 
nn by God, by the Miniſtration of the Methah during 
is Abode upon Earth, r his Aſcenſion more com- 
beatlh revealed by the Effufion of the Spirit. e 


e 


— 


1 This Notion therefore is: The Father, (i. e. God,) 
in 


he Man Chrif, and the Gifts or Graces of the Spirit, 
the Trinity into whom we are baptizee. 
But then in Other places he makes the Three to be, 
he Father, the Man (Hriſt, and the Spirit, which is the 
Fatheragain. In the Pailage now cited, He tells us 
hat by the Father muft be meant, 1he very God; and 
y the Sor, the Man Chrift. So likewiſe, p. 259, in- 
nts; Head of Father, in the Propoſition he is conſidering, he 
0d read, God; and inſtead of the Word, Son, he would 
cad, Chriſt or Mediator, or the Man Chriſt Feſus. So 
har there can be no Difpute about Two Perſons of the 
Sg rinity. Now his whole 131). Ch. is to prove, that 
be Holy Ghoſt is not another and different Being from the 
en God himſelf. If then by the Father, be meant 
be very God; and by the Holy Ghoſt, the very God; and 
y the Sor, the Man Chriſt; tis evident that in this 
rinity there is but two intelligent Beings, Agents, 
r perſons; the Very God, and the Son. For Two of 
he Three being here ſuppoſed to be proved by Dr 


512 WW c:mct to be One and the ſame, there can remain but 
a | 


o, God and the Man Chriſt. | 
The Third Scheme indeed ſeems to be more fre- 
oent, and profeſſedly Dr Bemets Notion, Viz. That 
he Trinity is the Father alone. Which one wou'd think 
t firſt Sight, was far enough from the Scripture-Re- 
eeſentations of this Matter, The Paſſages where 
* E 2 This 


| ty and by way of Eminence, always means what you Dr 


© Feſus Chriſt derived his Power from the Very God, vil 
s his Father; and the very God did whatever was doi 
by the Word or Divine Nature of the Son: For by tl 
Mord, God made all Things. But it does not follow fu 


ther; viz. that he is Abſolntely Supreme over all. 1 
ef the Man Chriſt Feſus only,” without any regard to his 


Christ. viz, 1 Cor. 15, 24. Rom. 15, 6. 2 Cor. 1, 


This appears, are Many; which I ſhall however tran WM « 
icribe. | | a = 2. 0 
P. 176, The Scripture, when it mentions God abſoluts- WA * 


Clarke | call the Perſon of the Father, that is, the one ſelf. 


exiſtent Being, whom I call, The Very God. P. 177, 
During the Time of bis Miniſtry, our Saviour bimſelf d. 


clared that his Father, viz, the God of the Fews, or the 
one ſelf-exiſtent Being, is the only true God. Ibid. Aft 
our Lords Aſcenſion, bis Diſciples. ev21y where preach: 
that there is but one God, viz, the Self-exiſtent Bein 
And in Proof of this, the Doctor urges the Authority Fat 
of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, Iolus there is but one God, n! 
Father, of whom are all Things and we in him; and os t 
Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all Things and we by hin cb. 
FP. 178, By the Father you | Dr Clarke | mean the {eli-er G 
iſtent Being, whom I call the very God. P. 180, Do he 
not Chrift ſay, that his Father (viz. the ſelf-exiſtent Bein t 
zs the only God? P. 211, Men ſhould by Baptiſm be mai e 
the Diſciples of God, who is uſually ſtiled che Father 
P. 236, The Very God is undoubtedly the Author wii 
Principle of whatever is done by the Son. For the Mn 


1 


* thence, that the Word is a diſtin Being from the I 
THER or Very God, any more than a Mans under /iai 
ing by bis Soul, or touching by his Body, proves wat 
Soul or the Body is a diſtin Being from the Man. loa 
"Tis granted of the Very God whom you mean by the Ti 
ſhould tranſcribe too from p. 168, 169, all th 

Paſſages of Scripture, which the Door ſays are [pol 


vine Nature; in which the Very God is fled The G 
the Father, or The God and Father of our Lord N 


N. 


ty, 
2 | 


* 3 , 
3 7 , C 
. A 
. . 2 * i 5 3 > 
* f a 
15 


an- 1 or. I, 31. Eph. I, 3. Col. T, 3. 5 Pet. FT, 8 


. oſt now cited, tis the Father whom the Dr has call d, 
T an 2» | 


* i 77 „ ; 1 
7 5M * 
"RR — N 
; wel 
1 
by 8} 
1 


I grant that, in other Places, the Doctor expreſſes 
imſelf ſomewhat otherwiſe. P. 235. he ſays; The 
the FA atber, with bis Nord and Spirit, as three coeffential Fer- 


all. , in my Senſe of the Word Perſon, i. e. in 10 certain 
tho entelligible Senſe, p. 218, ] is The very God, And a- 


eein, p. 227, Ihe Very God who is three Perſons, viz. the 
father, with bis Word and Spirit. But theſe Exprefti- 
ens, when compared with others, will demonſtrate 
hat (according to Him) the Father alone is the Trini- 
ly, For, P. 262, He aſſures us; Ven the Very God 

1 855 8 9 


ET 


2 3. 4 - 
; by 


| ET "= 
zg hononred, the Holy Spirit # honoured ; even as when a 
Man is honoured, his Spirit is bonoured, which is th 
Jame Perſon with bimſelf. If this be true, then the Spi. 
Tit of God (the Father Almghty,)' being as much That 22% 
God (and Father Almighty) whoſe Spirit be is, as th 
Spirit of a May ie That Man in whom it is, p. 199 
the Spirit of God muſt conſequently conſtitute God an 
intelligent Agent, as the Spirit of Man does Man; 
And the Spirit of God muſt be the ſame. Perſon with 
the Father, as the Spirit of Man is the ſame Perſon with ll 
the Man. If the Spirit of Man be the ſame Perſor Wl 
with himſelf, the Spirit of God muſt be the ſame Per ſou iſ 
with himſelf - Even as the Soul and the Body conſtitit Wl 
the ſame (the Dr ſhould not have ſaid Being, p. 218, 
but) Perſon, or On? only intelligent Agent. 12 
In purſuance of this ſtrange Scheme, which thus ir 
wholly confounds the Perſons of the Trinity; we are 
told, p. 258, Whatever Honour is paid to the Very God, 
1s paid to the Father, Word, and Spirit, who are on: io: 
aud the ſame Being, And p. 257, Abſolutely ſuprem Wi | 
 #eonour is due, not to the Father as diſiingniſhed from tb 
Word and the Spirit, but to the Very God in whom ther: 
are Three 1 Perſons, the Father, the Word and 
I this beſo; Then 1½, When any one uſes that 
Prayer, Our Father which art in Heaven, &c. he prays 
(and our Saviour muſt be ſaid to have prayed) to the 
Whole Trinity, not to the Father only. For no doubt 
our Saviour taught us to pray to the very God. 240% 
Whenever the Dr in his Petitions really does diſfingrib Wi 
tbe Father from the Word or Son, and from the Holy BW 
Ghoſt; yet even in thoſe Prayers He actually prays to Bl 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt : For each of them being in- 
dividually One and the ſame Being, nay One and the 
ſame intelligent Agent; in honouring One, he honours 
all. But then is it not unreaſonable in him to diſtin 
guiſh where there ought to be no Diſtinction; O G 
ihe Father, O God the Son,. — O God the Hoh __ 


£ 
* 5 
N 


or each of them being The very God, Whatever Wore 


i is paid to the Very God, is paid to all Three, 3. In 


nis Way, praying to each Perſon, is really nothing 
Tha. Wore than praying to Jehovah, to Elohim, and to Ado- 
2, that is, to God under any three Names. But 4. 
Does the Dr then pay Honour really to a Perſon be- 
otter and derived, while he is worſhipping or ſpeaking 
. Bf God under the Characters of &durros undereed, 
, e Almighty, the Father, and ſuch like? Or 
with Woes he Then worſhip the Father, when he is pray- 
r/o We to a Perſon conſidered and denominated as begot- 
1 ſon Er: or proceeding 2 5thly, If each Perſon is honoured by 
itt! raying to The very God, i. e. to the Father; is it not 
216, ficient to follow only our Lord's Directions, ſaying, 
r Father which art &c? And are the Vord and the 
thus irit, (for the Son it ſeems always ſignifies the Man 
are hriſt, p. 162,) any diſtin Objects to apply to in 
God, ny Manner, without being intelligent Agents; any 
ore than the Spirit of a Man is a diſtin# Object 
rene be applied to, diſtinſt from the Perſon of the 
; the ln himſelf ? 
her: 


ad 


that WW „ 


rays 
the 
oubt 
4 
nl 
Joly 2 
7s to 
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ſtin⸗ 
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oft ? 
For 


WF be Terms Nature and Perſon, as applicd 10 
85 95 ; | Chriſt. 5 i 


THEN we look into what the ſacred Writings 
V teach us concerning our Saviour, without the * 
audices of ſyſtematick Writers; All will agree, 
Wat there is no Name given to Chrift by inſpired Writers, 
ich denotes bis being two Perſons: But they always 
Weak of him as of a Perſon, as of one individual int el- 
ent Agent, who at different Times appeared in, dif- 
en Natures or Forms, in different States and Capact- 

= — 4 ties, 


4. 


1 


ties, firſt as God, and afterwards as Man. He was an ft 
rſt iy wogey de in the Form of God, and as & Me b 


the Angel of God; and then as dvigem; Man, of Wilh 7 
$1 d tes ie tua n ad d mor avouer@- made in the Likeneſi of Men, Me 
eq iuan tuęs des df arvper found in Faſhion as a Man, by . 
being mcarnate, made Fleſh, or taking Part of Fleſh at 
Blood; and laſtly, he was exalted to the right Hand ie 


of God, in Heaven, to be the Judge of Quick and 4 
Dead. The Scripture never ſpeaks of him with the Wl 


feaſt Hint of any Diviſion of his Perſon; nor upon any Mod 
Occaſion conſiders only Part of him at a Time : But tells 


us, that all Things were made by the Word, or by the Son, by ne 
whom we have kedemption through his Blaod, Col. 1; 13, ge. 
1416. "Tis always as of One and the ſame Perſon, e, 
who did ſuch and ſuch Things at different Times and or. 
in different Capacities; at one Time, i woeoj 053 it = » 
the F 01 of God. at other Times 2, 61019 ua 4.12pm), 9 5 ej a 
in the Likeneſs of Men, by taking Part of Fleſh and __ 
Blood, X 1 e 
Dr Bennet always ſpeaks of Chrift in his bu. 
mane, and Chriſt in his Divine Nature, (of Feſus and Le 
Chrift in the Languege of Cerintbus,) as Two entirely Ni. 
different and diſtinct Perſons. P. 164; By Reaſon (ſay 2! 
he) of the Union of the two Natures, ſome Things are 1 
famed of the God. which are true of the Human Natur 17 
only, and other Things are afirmed of the Man, whit 6 
are true of the Divine Nature only. For Titance ; i et 
aſtrmed of the God, that he was receiv'd up into Gl ve 
ry, 1 Tim. 3, 16; which evidently regards the Exalts v 
tion of the Man, i. e. Chriſt's humane Nature, as ti the 
call'd by the Dr, p. 25. Again; All Things were crer <*1 
» ted by Him who is - firfi-born from the dead, Col. Th 
16, 18: This, manifeſtly points at and belongs to Corif i He 
human Nature; That, was done by the Word or Divi 
Nature; (ibid.) Again; There being no Name given i tu 
Chriſt, .- which denotes Both Natures united in one Pl W 
fon; (ibid.) P. 166, By him were all Things Created, & to 


Chnil 


8 


Col. 17 135 xc. Jon ſee, the Subject ts God's Son ; an 


A 


057 )\ | 


= is mdoubtedly God s Son, as to his humane Na- 
05 6:5 WE :---- But then He (the Apoſtle) proceeds to affirm 
„ or Things of God's Son, as manifeſtly relate to bis di- 
Men, e Nature. P. 167, None of the Names or Titles gi- 
„ by in the Scriptures to our Saviour, do include or denote 
þ and WS two Natures united in One Perſon; Ibid. If this 
Jand ie be duly obſerved, many Paſſages will inſtantly appear to 
and /o ken of the Man Chrift Feſus only, without any He- 
1 the rd to the Word or divine Nature, which, if under- 
any od of the Word or divine Nature, or of the whole 
tells od-Man, would really imply that the Word or Chriſt's di- 
n, by nc Nature is:nferivr to the very God. Some of the Paſ- 
13, ges explained by the Doctor according to this Rule, 
-rſo1, e, p. 168, And je are Chriſts, and (hriſt is Gods, 1 
and or. 3, 23. But to Us there is but One God, the Father, 
28 | 


# - 

©, ; 

NG I 

* 1 
1 


= bom are all Things, and we in him; and one Lord 


mr, eſus Chrift, by whom are all Things, and we by bim, 1 Cor. 
au. 5. But I would have you to know, that the Head of 


ver) Man is Thrift, and the Head of the Woman is the 

bu 8/71, and the Head of Chrift, is God, 1 Cor. 11, 2. 
anden cometh the End, when he ſhall have delivered up the 
1rely Kingdom to God, even the Father : — And when all I hing: 
(ſay e ll be ſubdued unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo bimſelf be 
re ect mito him that put all Things under him, that God 


tur 11 ay be all in all, 1 Cor. 15. 24, 28. For ye know the 
yhichſ Grace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, that tho be was rich, 

: 1388 et for your ſakes he became poor, that ye throvgh bis P- 
Gl verty might be rich, 2 Cor. 8. 9. Now he that aſcended, 
alt. what 25 it but that be alſo deſcended into the lower Parts 0 
ti the Farth? He that d:ſcended, is the ſame alſo that aſ- 
crer cended up far above all Heavens, that be might fill all 
. bing, Eph. 4; 9, 10. P. 196, the gth Verſe (of 


riß 5 | Heb. 1.) relates to Chriſt's Humanity. 

rin Now upon What Foundation, is all this Superſtruc- 

WF ture r21s'd : ſince neither the Scriptures nor Primitive 

Writers of the Church ever thus divide our Lord in- 

to Two Perſons? They always plainly ſpeak of him, 

Re One and the ſame Perſon; and upon this Foot are, 
; 5 | | conſiſtent 


eonſiſtent, and intelligible, as other Writings at " 1 
without any forced Conſtructions, or unparallel'd Tru 
firons, which have been invented purely to ſerve ui 
1 "Hypotheſis. In the Inftance, 1 Tim. 3, 16, (ſupp 
=_ ſing the common Reading to be the true one, vi 

which * et there is no Foot ſtep in Antiquity 3 God 2 1 

manifeſt in the Fleſh, juſtified in the Spirit,----recero'd wil 
an Glory; What a ſtrange Conſtruction is it, to mail 
Part of theſe Propoſitions to relate to ove Perſo», and 
part to another, without the leaſt Intimation from t- 


= . | 
| Text; as Dr B. is forced to do, p. 164 ? Whereas tü 
] 1 clear that the ſame Perſon, who had been in the Fm 
| of God, was manifeſt in the Fleſh, and receiv'd up again 
[4] into Glory. So Col. 1, 13, &c. God bath travftatelY 


=_ ws into the Kingdom of his dear Son, in whom we bau 
= | Redemption thro bis Blood; For by him were all Thi 
' | created; By that One and the ſame individual Perſon, . 
. the Son of God, were all Things created, and Mankind 
=_ - were redeemed. The Apoſtle does not ſay, they wer: Wil 
created by his divine Nathre or divine Perſon, or re-. 
deem'd by his humane Nature or the Man; But ) 
Him, and, In whom, or, by whom, without any the leaſt ai 
Appearance of Tranſit ion from one Perſon or Thing 

to another. n | 76 
That which ſeems to have contributed chiefly to 
| this Confuſion, is the ſtrange Uſe Dr Bennet makes of 
=. the Term Nature; which, with Him, generally ſigni- 
fies Perſon, and very often Something he knows not 
what. Thus by Chriſt's divine Nature, Dr B. always 
means either the- Pei ſon of the Father, or Somewhat 
of the Perſon of the Father: And by his buman Ma- 
ture, he always means his whole Perſon. For, the 
Word being quieſcent during our Saviour's Miniſtry, and 
never influencing him at all during that Space, Ch. 9 
That whole Perſon, who preach'd and ſuffered and died 
For us, is what the Dr calls Chriſt's human Nature; 
teaching us, not (as the Scriptures do) that Chrift ſuf- 
 Fered in the Fleſh, or (as the Church has uſed to expres 


2s achat HE fuffered in bis Humane Nature, but that 
Tra Humane NATURE ſuffered. And indeed through- 


rve A bis Book, he has perfectly confounded Nature and 
ſupp: 8 2 ſon, Thus P. 7. The Word is expreſly called GOD; 


* 


de, (_ efore T join with you, in calling the Word the Drome 
0d ATU RE of ow Lord Feſus Chrift, p. 19. The 
d rd or Divine NATURE of the bleſſed Feſus, is cal. 
mar G O D. So again p. 20, His Humane NATURE 
„ and created; and bis Divine NATURE made the 
m the orid. And, p. 36. 4s it cant be affirmed of his Hu- 
e NATURE, tho united wills Mord in one Per- 
„ that It made al Things; becauſe, tho tis expreſly af- 

in ed of bis Divine Nature, that It made all Things, yet 
e ſame is never afirm'd or implied of the Human Nature; 
=» ſ it can't be afirmed of the Divine Nature, tho 

gs ited with the Humane in one Perſon, that It was exalted. 
. 82, The Humane NATURE was an Angel. P. 

cind , Ihe Apoſtles Argument is drawn from what Chriſt's 
inan Nature DID; and tis ſupported by what his Hu- 
„oe Nature Received as the Reward, &c. P 126, The 
F/imi NATURE of Christ, did not RECEIVE 
FEEL thoſe extraordinary Influences, &c. P. 142, 
be Human NATURE of Chrift did really 40 Ta- 
7e, &c. P. 152, Twas bis Human NATURE a- 
ie that SP AK E at that time. P. 241, The Human 
AT URE of that Perſon, which was perfect God and 
ee Man, did DEE for them. P. 254, The Human 
Nature of the Son directed all his Actions to the Glory 
.be Father. And ibid. The Son's Human NATURE 
5 7d P RA to the Fatber. ; | 
Nov in each of thele Citations, in what Senſe is 
ture us'd? Is Nature ever call'd God? Or is not 
*rſorality, evidently and neceſſarily implied in the 
otion of God? Was it Nature that created and made 
che World, or was it not a Perſon that did it? Was I'D 
WW Nate] exalted, or the Perſon? Could a Nature do 
any thing, or receive a Reward ? Could 1 T feel, or act, 
r. teak, or dire Action, or pray? And what does 
N N | the 


the Dr. mean by ſaying Not, that Chrift was put , 
Death, but | the Human NATURE of that PEW 
SON did die, p. 2412 6 1 
As the Abſtract metaphyſical Term, Nature, is uſei l: 
by Dr. Bennet, throughout this Controverſy, to ſignif « 
uſually, Terſon; and ſometimes ſomething, he knouwfWWrb: 
not what : So the Term, Pexfon, is applied by him ig 
as uncertain and precarious a manner, ſometimes fi. 
One, ſometimes for Two Intelligent Agents, and ſome d, 
times for ſomewhat of an Intelligent Agent, he can't d pre 
fine exactly N. bat gy@ordingly our bleſſed Lord i 
ſometimes but On?” Perſon, or Intelligent Agent; ſome at, 
times he is allowed to be two Intelligent Agents: Some n, 
times he conſiſts of One intelligent Agent, and ſomethin the 
elſe; juſt as the Writer has occaſion to ſpeak. BU ery 
et All agree that in Scripture he is always diſtinalhe 7 
poken of as One Perſon im 
In p 13, Dr. Bennet tells us, that Chriſt's E N F 0 HH vaę 
MENT of a Human Soul gives HI M | gives hot 
a likeneſs, &c. And p. 73, he expreſly ſays, there ar 0 
united in our Lord's Perſon, Two intelligent Beings, nt 
not that Two Perſons? Yet elſewhere he will not allo hei 
the term Perſon, to extend ſo far as to Oue IntelligenMan 
Being. 'Tis true, ſays he, p. 231, that in common Speech ein 
Intelligent Being and Perſon, are convertible Term; e / 
and in this Senſe, the one ſupream Canſe of all things, vb H 
T call the very God, is undoubtedly a Perſon, and but 1lui 
ONE Perſon. That is, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, p 
all Three make but ONE Perſon : And conſequently For 
the Mord is but Part of a Perſon, or of an Intelligent MWulp 
Agent; tho' he had before expreſly call'd it an Hel the 
ligent Being, p. 73. © _ 73 
But the Unity of Chriſt's Perſon Dr. Bennet explains, ſuſp 
by ſaying, p. 80, The Ward left bis Glory, and becamt 1 ſtill 
znited to The Man Chriſt, And p. 227, The Word ws ſucl 
perſonally united to the Man Chriſt; And the Man Chrif on, 
Feſus was for ſome while perſonally united to the Word, vn. 
ibid. It might here reaſonably have been expected of WM 
5 gies 5 him, 


put , that he ſhould af leaſt have given us ſome Con- 
PEN ure, why the Scripture never once uſes any ſuch 

euage, never tells us that the Word was innited to 
lan, but that the Vord was male Fleſh, cas iq ite, 


7 


c cChriſt was er dn ard gd ror yerouuerO made, 


. 


thin the God. Man, p. 129. For do not the Scriptures e- 


Ol 5 11 agine, that, when our Lord prayed, his Prayer did 
not proceed, p. 139, from himſelf? from that V bols 
e au 7 50 who is repreſented every where as One, and as 


1 ut One? The Soul and Body indeed, Two diſtin Beings, 


low vbereof One only is intelligent, may eaſily be, nay, 
gent gan be no more than, One Perſon : But Two intelligent 
cect, Beings cannot make One Perſon, unleſs one of them 
71 e ſwallowed up and ceaſes to be diſtinctly intelligent. 
hon He tells us indeed, p. 148. That His Notion may be 
but I lluſtrated by conſidering that the Soul 7s frequently 
holt Vpended by Sleep. But this is nothipg to his purpoſe. 
ntly For fo far as the Soul is at any time (ſuppoſed to be) 
gent Auſpended, ſo far the Fleſb ceaſes to af or feel. And 
tel the ſame is true of whatever is perſonally united: If 


it be ſuſpended, either all Action muſt neceſſarily be 
ſuſpended with it, or elſe there muſt be Two Perſons 
fill, the ſuſpended one, and that which acts during 
ſuch ſuſpenſion : And this is in no Senſe Perſonal Uni- 
1 Fs but the Action of ſeparate Intelligent Agents or Fer- 


N.. 


_ V. B. As tothe Conſtituent Parts of our Loi 
Perf; on; what thoſe Conſtituents were, beſides T\n 
Intelligence in which Perſonality itſelf conſiſts ; (as the v. 
are, in the Perſon of a Man, Body and Soul, or B 

and Soul and Spirit, or rational and ſenſitive and vegeſ e: 

tive Soul, or whatever conſtituents do not make Two lull, 

ſons, two diftin& Intelligences or Principles of Aion * ＋ 5 

we (for want of knowledge in Philoſophy) may ee 

be ignorant: Neither need we, or ought we to be yk 

tive. And for that Reaſon (as I ſuppoſe) Dr. Cini t f 

meddled not with the Apollinarian Speculation, whid bon 
is merely Philoſophical, and not at all Theological. V t. 
two iutelligent beings, (as Dr. Bennet calls them, p, en, 

zuconſiſtently with his denying the Ws Mord, to be . . 
all an intelligent Being, p. 231,) are Always evident mut 
and neceſſarily Two Fr ſous, however United; une ich 
One of the Two Intelligences be ſwallowWed up, au ar'd 
cCCieaſes to be any longer a diſtinct Intelligence. Met 
. Qunieſcence of Oue of them, is not fufficient; une 

f that Quieſcence be Total and Perpetual ; which amouu fo 
either to an entire Abſorption ; or No Union at all. 
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C HA P. VI. 
Of Chriſt's being ſtiled a Man. 


FH E Reverend Dr. Bennet has in his Third Chap 
'Þ ter largely infifted upon this Point, That be 
cauſe our Saviour is frequently call'd 2'»9goros and a 
.4 Man, both by himſelf and the Sacred Writer 
therefore he was in every reſpect of our Species, 1. 
his Soul) was exactly of the ſame kind with oth! 
Men. The buman Soul, ſays he, is by much the principi 
Part of Man, and his chief Conſtituent Fart: And there 
fore to ſuppoſe a Man, (a true, perfect, and proper — % 
EN 85 i an 
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p. 10. Now here J obſerve | 


r . A ſuperior Being, by being incarnate, may Be- 


beg e a Man, may (as our Church expreſſes it) be made 
»0 Fe, may take our Nature (not take or aſſume 4 


1 n) upon him. Suppoſe any Man now living had 
eexiſted, and That in a much ſuperiour Order of 


e bort being really incarnate, Angels of old, appear- 
to Abraham, to Lot, &c. are uſually ſtiled ardye5, 
n, Gen. 19, 12. 18, 2, 16. And Daniel 9, 21, 
be ae. the Man Gabriel whom I bad ſeen. Either therelore 
muſt be inferr'd that Gabriel and the three Angels 
ich appeared to Abraham, and the two which ap- 
rd to Lot, were in every Reſps& of our Species; or 
e. e the Argument from the common Appellation, 
une, is inconcluſive, 2dly. The Scriptufes always uſe 
ould following Manner of Expreſſion. He that was 
J. the Vord, the very ſame Perſon f i) from, is 
en drbedimey yeriuer ©, was made Fleſh, John 1, 14; 
n made in the Likeneſs of Men, Phil. 2, 7; took 
_ f Fl and Blood, Heb. 2, 14. Again, Heh. 
= 5, 4 Body baſtthou prepared me. Heb. 5, 7, I 
Days of bis Fleſh. Rom. 8. 2, in the Likeneſs of 
1 Fleſb, Heb. 2, 17, made like imto bis Brethren, 
John 4, 2, That Feſus Chriff' is come in the Fleſh, 2 
n 7. 1 Pet. 4, 1, Chrift hath ſuffered for us in the 
g 4 2 Phil. 2 8; Nj ee: ele ag arFpunGr, being 
di Faſbiom as a Man, be bumbled himſelf, and be. 
e obedient to Death. Heb. 10, 10, thro' the Offer- 
be Body of Jeſus Cbriſ. Theſe and many other 
ces ſeem very flrongly to ſhow, that the ſame Per- 
n who is called the Logos or Vord, was manifeſt in 
; e Fleſh, and was made Man: Tis not ſaid, was 
in d to a Man, but was foumd in Faſhion as a Man, 


d fo made like wito bis Brethren. 3dly. Dr Bennet 
gn 1 + aſſerts 


aſſerts, p. 64, that our Saviour, before his Incarnatii 
night juſtly be called an Angel, upon the Account f 
being ſent from God to Men. Now if he was jul: - 
call'd an Angel, upon Account of his being Sent, . 
he was not a Spirit preciſely of the ſame Kind or De 
with Angels, pag. 65; why may he not as juſtly il. 
ealled a May, when incarnate, tho' originally he 

not preciſely of the ſame Degree with Men ? W-q 
Againſt this, Dr B. has objected, p. 10, 160, 1 
192, That Text of St. Faul, 1 Tim, 2, 5, Th» 
due God, and ona Mediator between God and Man, . 

Man Chrift Feſus; to prove that the Redeemer i 
fame Sort of Man, as the Perſons redeemed by him, 
10. But J reply, . . = 
If. This very Text is a clear Refutation of ti 
learned Gentlemen's Scheme. For the Addition = 
the Word, Man, ſuppoſes that he had formerly been 
ſuperior Perſon. No one ever ſays in this Conſt rudi 
on, ſpeaking of a mere Man, The Man Peter, ori 
Man Faul; But tis very proper and emphatical, wig 
ſpoken of a ſuperior Perſon made Man. We find in Dl 

el, ch. 9,21, «vie Te6guia, the Man Gabriel: And jul 
the ſame Formof Speech, in this Text, «Ig»; x 
. the Man Chriſt, i. e. Chrift incarnate or made Mg 
But 2dly, ſuppoſing the Vord to be, in the way I 
Bennet explains it, united to the Man Chriſt ; will tl 
God man be the ſame Sort of Man as the Perſons reden 
ed by bim? Will he be N adm, in all Things, nu... 


like nnto bis Brethren ? T cannot but take Notice her iht 
that the Dr has twice in the ſame Page interpreter. + 
Sauer, (which ſignifies to be made like,) to BEHHNead 
fame, Chriſt. ſays he, p. 12, had the ſame human M7 
ture; And, Chrift ought to BE of the ſame Nature vi 0117 


our ſelves, Which he deduces from that Paſſage in s 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, ch. 2, 17, It beboved l rer 
 (uorwSiray) to be made like unto bis Brethren, 2dly. e. 
Ends or Reaſons of Chriſt's being made Fleſh, ail:2" 
In Scripture, do not require that he ſhould be bitt, i 
vs precit 


KS 


> redeem. I all things, faith the Apoſtle, it beboved 


9 nerciful and faithful High Prieſt, iu things pertaining to 
cod, to make Reconciliation for the Sins of the Feople, 
or in that be himſelf hath ſuffered, being tempted, be is 


. inly be a merciful and faithful High P ieſt, might make 
econciliation, and might be tempted, without being 
—_—cc:/y of the ſame Degree with Men. He was put 


or is there fo much as-pretended to be any Abſur- 
ity in This by this worthy Perfon, but what is found- 
ad upon his Suppoſition that He who is ſtiled the 
o, is the very God, abſolutely ſupream, and inca- 


Sy ro the State and Condition of doing all this, by be- 
4 rs incarnate, and taking our Nature upon him: 
3 1 . f 


been able of any Humiliation, Incarnation, or Change 
truct 1 | l ; 

j 3 bf State whatſoever. | | | 5 | . 
n another Place Dr B. has argued from Philip. 2, 
. Which he thinks ought to be tranſpofed, and ren- 


red thus: He emptied himſelf, taking the Appearance 


| „ 1d WHEN he was incarnate, he condeſcended to appear 
a as g Servant. p. 6 5 3 | 

* But here, I think, the Dr is guilty of a double Mi- 
10" take. For II. yerouer& doth not ſignify, being, as 
„ue falſely renders it; but, being made, as our Bibles 
- by rightly tranſlate it. For we juſtly blame the Socinians 
951 rr tranſlating, Saz i) n, (Job. i, 14,) was, in- 
B 1 ead of, was made Fleſh. And the Paſſage, ver. 6, 
"Eire Arent amsanαν,ẽ, which they allege in fa-, 
"em our of their rendring 5 A gf Y, the Word 
1 5 WAS inſtead of Became, Fleſb; diſcovers only their 
8 by Ignorance in Language. For the Words y did ge- 
y. ergebe, do not ſignify that John the Baptiff 
ng AS 2 Man, but that he Was {A or Became the Meſ- 
15 ſenger of God &c. zdly. There is no Ground at all to 


rec ovſpoje the Words of this Verſe, as the Dr here 
| F 


ech of the fame Degree with thoſe Perſons he came. 


. to le made like into bis Brethren, that he might be 


RY 


s to ſuccour them that are tempted. Chrift might cer- 


— — 
5 85 5 5 
does. For deen Sau, the Form of d Servant, being 
oppos d to ut de the Form of God; the Senſe is, 
not, W HEN be was mcarnate (p. 67, 68,) he. con- 
_ deſcended to appear as a Servant, but, by being incarnate 
be took upon him the Form of a Servant. And the 
Words, & I,,. ivgsve?s i; d, being. found in Mi cnc 
> Faſhion as a Man, do not ſignify, that he not only i 
ſometimes ated as a Servant, p. 679, 68; But the , 
' Meaning is, And being in that ſervile mcarnate State or WW "2t1c 
Condition, be bumbled himſelf ſtill further, 8c. : 
Chriſt therefore is very properly ftyled 4 Man; 
and the Scriptures-Expreſſions are very natural, and tion, 
agreeable to what uninſpired Writers uſe, when they Alter 
ſpeak of our Saviour's Humane State. Nor, I am apt . 
to think, would this Point have been ſo much miſun - Point 
derſtood by Dr Bennet, had not ſcholaſtick Jargon fil- 
led him with Preconceptions in his interpreting the 
Word of God. CO TR e 
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CHAP. VIII. 


. Of Chriſt præexiſting before his Incarnation: 
and Whether be was then a mere human Soul 
of the fame Species with Us, or à Perſon of 


- | 


7 far ſuperior Dignity. 


7 I'S allowed by Dr Benet, that: Chriſt upon 
I Earth was a Man, one Perſon, not two, (tho he 
perpetually ſpeaks of him as of two diſtinct Pur ſons, in- 
confiſtently enough.) He acknowledges alſo, that 
this very ſame Perſon preexiffed from the Beginning 
of the World, and appeared (as the Angel or Meſſen- 
ger of God) to Adam, to Abraham and the Patriarchs, 
to Moſes, &c. Now the Queſtion here is, which 
Opinion is moſt agreeable to Scripture, Dr Clarke's, 1 


F 


r Bemet's. Dr Clarke ſuppoſes that the Perſon thus 
appearing before his Incarnation, was a Divine Perſon, 


Dr Bennet ſuppoſes him to have been a mere human 
We Soul, like that of other Men, without any Prehemi- 
W rence in its own Nature, and without any Union 
WS with what he calls the Vord, (or ſomewhat, incertum 
aid, of God the Father, ) till the Time of the Incar- 
nation. When that ſame Soul, ſays he, p. 84, volunta- 


elf. And our Saviour, W hen be was, at his Incarna- 


Alteration of his Condition by bis perſonal Union with 


Wont, T enqwre | 

== 1/. What real Difference is there betwixt Dr Ben- 
WT ::t's Notion and Socinus's; I mean as to the Conſe- 
uences of either. I ask this, becauſe the Dr thinks 
bis Notion to be perfe@ly free from all Poſſibility of do- 


o be any Thing beyend a mere Man, more than Soci- 
is does? Socims ſuppoſed Chriſt to be a mere Man 
taken up into Heaven before his Baptiſm, and thence 
be explains the Texts of his being ſent down. Dr Ben- 
net ſuppoſes him a mere Man or human Soul preexiſting 


8 dy on Earth at the Fulneſs of Time. Where is the 
real Difference between a mere Man, and & mere 
Aan? Or what. Miſchief can it do, to believe that 
he went up into Heaven before bis Baptiſm, (which ſolves 
lome Difficulties very well, were it but real ;) more 
chan it can do to believe that his Soul 1 
ihich is but an Hypotheſis too, to ſolve the ſame 
Difficulties? For as to its Union at the Incarnation 
with the Word, which, according to Dr B. is but 
k/omewhat (incertum quid) belonging to God the Father , 


omewhat belonging to God the Father, was in That Per- 
—- 7 nt. N 


W ſuperior to All, except the Father who ſent. him. 


| 5 rily became incarnate, twas | Then] wnted to the Mord it 


be Word: ibid. In order therefore to judge in this 


Win Heaven from the Begiming, and ſent down into a Bo- 


£ 


W tion, mited to the Word, . , And: the wonder | 
) 


: ing Miſchief, p. 72. How does he make Chriſt really 


did ever any Arian of the loweſt Sort deny, that 


8 ( 68 ) 
ſon whom they ſtile the Logos? Or did ever any Soci- 
an deny that ſomewhat belonging to God the Father, 

was in the moſt intimate Manner poſſible in, and 
united with, the Man Jeſus: Chriſt ? bY, Mn 
 2d'y. Is it not too great a Diminution of the Value of 
Chriſt's Sufferings, and of the Dignity of the Per/n Wi 
Suffering, (for not a Nature, but Perſon only can ſuffer 
to ſay, that before his Incarnation, he was a Perſon 
nothing in bis Nature ſuperior to other Men? The V Wl 
lue of Sufferings, is very juftly reckoned in Proportion 
to the Dignity of the Perſon fuffering. Now, the oil 
being quieſcententirely during our Saviour's Miniſtry, tw 
evident that All that fuffered, was merely a human Soul; BY ;- -+ -: 
and conſequently all the Satisfaction that was made, wa . 
no greater than what a mere Man cou'd make. Ih 
ſtricteſt Socinian would readily ſubſcribe to this. 
 2dly. Can it with any Propriety of Speech be 8 
preſented as an Act of Humility and Condeſcenſion in 
mere human. Soul, 5 eeray wr i ,EihEe at, ( pas. 68; 1 Ther: 

not to be greedy of being as God, Phil. 2, 6. but to ur N at! 
dertake the Redemption and Salvation of Mankind 
in the Manner that Chriſt's Soul is by Dr Bom.” <0 

fuppoſed to do? His human Soul (which is conceiv'd vi | p ps 

the Dr to be merely of the ſame Species with ours, ) is he a 7 

faid. it feems, unden favr3v, (P. 70,) to empty bine 5 f 

at his 1 Now, conceiving his Station as hi 0 38 

as is poſſible before, yet did he not at his Incarnation ( . 
cording to the Pr's Scheme) become united to the Voi Fr. N 
or very God ? Was not this, rather than an AQ of Hm, i. I 
ity, an Act indeed of the higheſt Exaltation poſſible ? WIR,; * * 
have the Honour now, no longer to be the Miniſter 
God, but to be United to him, to become the Son of G 
and appointed Heir of all Things? Is not this fo en 
dlently a Mark of Dignity, inſtead of Condeſcenſot 
that the Dr argues from this very Topick to th 
that Chriſt was a Perſon greater than the Angels A 
his Incarnation, tho? he were but an human Soul # 
fore? The Apoſtle, ſays he, p. 65, might well opp 
: | 7 ö 


ur Saviour, when be was, At his Incarnation, wited 
to the Word, and become the Scn of God, and appoint» 
ed Heir of all Things, (and thereby dignified above all 
WE reated Beings ;) even to Himſelf, when confidered only 
Ls God's Angel, or Meſſenger to Mankind, — For ſince 
be phole Streſs -4 what the Apoſtle ſays, lies upon the 
*. ignity of the Ferſon empowered to act and govern, tis 
eertain that the DIGNITY conferred upon the Man Chriſt 
Mat his Incarnation, made bim in that Reſpe# as diffe- 
en from bimſelf before That DIGNITY was conferr d, 
1 Ivo diſiin# Beings had been ſpoken of. Tt this be 
the Caſe, and there was ſo veſt a Difference in Point of 
zit); in what! tolerable Propriety of Speech did 
his præexiſting Soul, uur, zu, empty bimſelf? 
4. 1s it not an inſuperable Difficulty in the Doctor's 
scheme, to be forced to affirm, as he does, p. 89, that 
s nere human Soul was dh ms xlinos a bes, the Ece 
1 ginning or Head) of the Creation of CG od, Rev. 25 142 


1 b ; f 
4 hat it was Before the Creation of the World, p. 87, 89 

- 1 Nay, that it had Glory with the Father before the Wold 
5 created. p. 47, 87, 108? Wasa Creature of ſo low a 


WSpecies in the Scale of Beings, as an human Soul, made be- 
Wore Angels, thoſe rning Stars, who ſang together and 
Vouted for Foy, when the Foundations of the Earth were laid, 
ob 38, 7 ? Is it not an inſuperable Difficulty, tobe to. - 
ed to affirm, (p: 102.) that the Angel of God's Preſence, 
Who always ſpoke in the Name of God; who ſaid, 
,, 32, I am the God of thy Father's; and of whom 
Wt is {a1d, or rather who ſaid, I /d an Angel before 
cbee, to keep thee in the Way, and to bring thee into the 
Hace which I have prepared; Beware of bim, and obey 
is Voice, provoke him not, for he will not pardon your 
$1 ranſgrefions, for my Name is in bim, Exod. 23; 20, 
I; That this Perſon (I ſay) was a mere buman Soul, 
P. 65, 84,) not yet united to the Logos or Word ? 
Or is it poſſible to conceive, that Michael, the great 
P: ice which ftandetb for the Children of thy People, Dan. 
12, 1:3 and who forght againſt the Dragon and his An- 

. | CE , _ 


3 1 
gell, Rev. 12. 7; who is called Jebovah, Jude 9, 
compared with Zechariah 3; 1, 2: was a mere hu- 
man Soul, without any Union, as yet, to the aiy® } 

5thly. What a ſtrange Form ef Expreſſion doth the 
Author to the Hebrews, ch. 1, make uſe of, upon 
This Scheme? in One Verſe ſpeaking of one Perſon, 


and in the ſame of Another, and then returning again | 


to the firſt, without any the leaſt Hint of ſuch Tran- 
fitions? God bath in theſe laſt Days ſpoken unto us by b's 


Son, whom be bath appointed Heir of all Things, by hon 
alſo be made the Worlds, ver. 2: Is it not unaccountable 
(1 ſay,) that the Words, His Son whom be hath appoint: 
ed Heir of all Things, ſhould be meant of the mere Man, 
p. 155; and that the very next Words, d KAI, þy v 
A“ be made the Worlds, ſhould relate to quite another 
Perſon, p. 216 ; without any Hint of Tranſition, and 

directly contrary to the Senſe of the Word, Ke 
And that the very next Words, ver. 3, V/Yho beim 
(amevyarua This Es, N Karaxlne ms V@oo dou; dle, or MM 
Pw? Te Tu Fa!rh,) the Brightneſs of his Glory, and the ex- 
preſs Image of bis Ferſon, and upholding all Things by the 
Word of bis Forer, ſhould again be ſpoken of the 
mere Man Jeſus Chriſt, p. 173? So that the Apoſil:, M 


In Expreſhons which ſeem. manifeſtly all along to 
concern one Perſon and but One, muſt be underſtood 
to ſpeak of mere Man, and then of the Very God, and 


ly, that any one who judges of the Meaning of 4 
a Place by conſidering its Conſtruction, cannot but 
miſtake ? We have another Inſtance of the very 
ſame Confuſion, in the Dr's Interpretation of yer. 8, 
and oth. 'The Words; Thy Throne, O God, is; or 
(as the Hebrew and Greek will naturally bear, ) God 
3s [ the Support of | thy Throne for ever and ever, a St} 
tre of Righteouſneſs is the Sceptre of thy Kingdom ; Thele 
Words are mamfeſtly, ſays the Dr, to be underſtood Ui 
tbe ſelſ-exiftent God, p. 31, 196: But then the ver) 
next Words, v. 9, Thou haſt loved Nima, . 
* ; 3 8 Fe 5 CY Es EE ati, 
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W from one Subject to another. 


"OT. 


a | bated Tniquity; therefore God, even thy God, bath amoint- 
ed thee, &c. theſe are meant of the mere Man, they 


relate to Chriſt's Humanity, p. 196, 32, 33, 34, 35 3 
and this without any the leaſt Hint of Tranſition 


Nor are theſe the only Places where Dr Bennet is 


5 forced to recur to theſe ſtrange and groundleſs Tran- 
ſbctions. He finds himſelf under a Neceſſity of afficm- 
ing that the Words, Col. 1, 15, Who is indy & beg 


der and meorbrxos Tons ict, the Image of the moſe- 
ble God, the firfi-born of every Creature, are. ſpoken of 
a mere human Soul, Ot the Cuts of theſe Phraſes he 
treats, p. 89; Of Both together, p. 170, 171. 


, | Chriſt's hnman Soul (it ſeems) is the Image of God, be- 


caule it did in old Times perfonate the divine Majeſty, 


b and becauſe The MAN Chriſt Feſus does now exercije 
= God's Dominion over the whole Creation. And he is the 


Firſi-born of every Creature, becauſe bis bumam Soul was 
created before all other Creatures, and becanſe be is now 
inſtated in the actual Poſſefion of the Ius Primogeniti. Yet 
the very next Words, zn i»vdurs for by bim were all 
things created, are to be underſtood of quite another 


| Perſon, even of the ſelf-exiſtent God, p. 186. And, 


this again, without any the leaſt Hint of Tranſition. 
Nay, and St Faul muſt give this too as a Reaſon: 
HE | the 2 Soul] was the Image of the iwoifiple 
God, the Firft-born of every Creature, zu BECAUSE by 
in or thro”) him | viz. by or thro the ſupreme were 
& Things created, What a Reaſon is this; The human 
| Soul of Chrift is the Image of God, BECAUSE God crea- 
ted all Things? Let any Man that has & Taft of that Apo- 
file's Strength and Majeſty of Stile upon other Occaſions, judge 
whether be could upon thisſublime Argument write ſo unljþ 
bimſelf ;, as the Dr ſays upon another Occaſion, p. 59. 
|  6thly. Dr Bennet affirms, that The Man Chrift Feſns 
doth actually exerciſe nYigapa Tis hem, the Fullneſs of 
the Godbead, Col. 2, 9, at preſent, in the moſt ample 
banner, as God's Vicegerent in bis Kingdom of the 
: F * Cre at ion 


„„ 
Creation, p-. 172. Iis then no more than a mere hi. 
man. Soul, that cw enjoys the fulneſs of divine Doni- 
nion ; that at preſent is God's Vicegerent, the Governor 
of all created Bemgs, p. 171, Which if it be true; how 
much more juſt is the Socinian Hypotheſis, which ne- 
ver at all introduces a 98% &70 hẽn¼ is, but acknowledges 
ally doing all Things? Is not That leſs irrational, 
than to imagine, j#7/t a Præexiſting Soul, then That 
Soul united to Somemhat which neyer influenced it at 
all during its State upon Earth; and then laſtly, this 
5 alone beipg again Gods Vicegerent over the Uni- 
ver ſe. 5 


Laſtly, This Learned Writer contends, pag. 70, 
that the Words is ue, det vndexar, being. in the Fm 
of, or perſunating God, and being les de as God, ot 


( as. we render the Phraſe) equal to God, Phil. 2, 6, 


are meant of the mere bumaye præexiſting Soul, p. 63, 


785 without any Union, as yet, to the %% , p. 65, 


84: And profeſſes himſelf amazed to think that thi q 


Expoſition bas nct been univerſally given by all the Patrons 


| of the Orthodox Doctrine of the Trinity. And yet the 4 | N 

the 17. 
Wcordir 
Wing v 
Chriſt 


fact, I believe, that it never was once given by ay 
one Man, in any Age, from the Apoſtles to this Day; 
Nor, I am fully perſwaded, will eyer be given by 
Any One Man after him.? rr. 

I beſe Difficulties, I think, are altogether infupe- 
rable in Dr. Bennet's Scheme. But now if Chriſt, be 
fore his Incarnation, was a Perſon of far ſuperior Dig: 


Clarke's Opinion is; if he was a divine || 


ity, as Vr. lar! | 
Perſon, fiperior to all; except the Father who ſent 
| him; there are then no ſuch unaccountable Tranſit 
ons from one Perſon to another, as Dr. B. is forced to 
- concelye, without any the leaſt Hint or Ground from 

Scripture; nor indeed any difficulty at all in any cb 
WWW 


1 


the Man Chriſt Jeſus capable of all Things, and actu- 1 


Worle 
ſays, 

is it 
that! 


to ha 


to ha 
Was; 


himſe 


I fay 
by I 
this 
Cour, 


Ws //. Why is it not as poſſible, that the ſame Perſon 

o is tiled the Angel of God's Preſence, and by whom 

Bennet allows that the World was governed from 

Beginning, and Mankind redeemed in the fulneſs 

Time, ſhould be hy inſtrumental Cauſe by whom 
2 


ges od formed the World at the Moſaick Creation; as 
tu- at the Man Jeſus Chriſt ſhould be ereavyacua 75 
"al, I Eng, aegring Tis uTordogews ab, gi Ta way]e, the 
hat lendor of God's Glory, the expreſs Image of his Perſon or 
at Hance, and upholding all things, (or, as c ought 
his be rendred in this Place, governmg all things? p. 


W-:.) 2dh. Why could not the ſame Perſon, who is 
Wl lowed to be eus dong Ali c the firſt-born of 
ery Creature, and to have had Glory with God before the 
World was, p. 47, 87, 108 ; be Heby or through whom 


or 1 ) 76 H hg in0imos he made alſo they World 2 T. Why. 
„Night not Lee 98, the Form of God, which Dr B. al- 
68, Bows that Chriſt left at the Incarnation, include That 
65, Glory or Dignity which he had with the Father be- 
ths ore the World was, (which Glory, what was it but 


is b//frumentality in the Creation?) as well as That 
Glory which he had in the Space from the Creation to 
the [wcarnation, p. 77, 78? Nay, St, Paul argues ac- 
Wcordingly in that Paflage to the Philippians ; extend- 
ing en bes the Form of God, to every thing in which 
| Chriſt had acted as God, whether it were creating the 
World, or perſonating God afterwards, 4. When St. Paul 
be- ſays, Eph. 3, 9, God created all things by Feſus Chriſt's 
g- is it not much more intelligible to underſtan 
ne that he did it by That Perſon, whom Dr. Bennet allows 
nt to have præexiſted before his Incarnation; nay, and 
to have had Glory with the Father before the World 
to was; than that the Father created it by or through 
m biſelf. or by or through himſelf dwelling in Chriſt Feſus? 
tf. Ey or Through; For fo tis in the Paſſages cited 
| by Dr Bennet, p. 164, 166, 181. How it happen'd that 
this Learned Author (not agreeably to his uſual Can- 
/. WW cour) has never once taken notice of this, which wx 
| e e Ne 


a”) 5 
the Greek Fathers in all Ages have uniformly doll... 
_ viz, that iv and %% expreſs the Inftrumental Cali. 
by or through whom; I know not. But he has cul 
ſtantly confounded the Inſtrumental with the Fring 

or eficient Cauſe, in his way of Expreſſion; (See i 
182, 188.) Nay, his Argument abſolutely requi 
this Confuſion. For he argues to this effect: Becaui 
all things were made by the Word, and all thi 
were made by the ſelfexiſtent or Very God, Thereſa 
the Word is the one felfexiſtent Being, p. 181, Ic. Au 
what is ſtill leſs ſujtable to his uſual Fairneſs, he ſari 
(. 182,18 3,) The Word created all Things : Which cru 
tion of all Things, had been conſtantly attributed to the Ow 
 Jelfexiftent Being in both the old and new Teſtament, ali 
was become the conſtant and known Character of the auf 
ſelfexiſtent Being: And, p. 182, 'Tis notorjous\ that ti 
CHURCH COULD NOT but underſtand SR 
John to mean, that the Wordis the one ſelfexiſtent Bein 
This I ſay, is ſo unſuitable to the Doctor's uſual Far Ml 
neſs, that the direct contrary to theſe Aſſertions u 
known by every Learned Man to be true: The D' 
ſtinction of ſtcient and inſtrumental Cauſe, has perpetu Wi 


ally been made by the CHURCH; and Biſhop Bull ha W 
at large ſhown, that the Church never did nor could 57 
underſtand it as Dr. Bennet does. The Doctor produc WF 5 
indeed (p. 187,) in favour of his Opinion, the Pal WW 
ſage Rev. 4. 10, 11, Thou art worthy, O Lord, to . #* 
cerve Glory and Honour and Power; for thou baſt createl WF F 
all things, and for thy Pleaſure (dia 2d Sianua ox) they ar, WF ©! 
and were created, This he thinks applicable, as if it 
were a like manner of ſpeaking to that in Fob» 1, 3. A 
Whereas on the contrary, Ju 79 v5anwe ov, for thy o 4 
Pleaſure, and whatever expreſſions are ſynonymous plic 
to this, are always applied to the Father; and the Son {een 
is never repreſented either in Scripture or Antiquity, tho! 
as acting for his own, but his Father's Pleaſure: Tit 
As that large Collection of Texts and Authorities, dom 


made by Dr, Clarke in his Notes on the 36th Propoſ.- 
a" | 1 - t10N, 


gon 


5, plainly demonſtrates. The One Text, which 

one in the whole New Teſtament has any appear- 
ee of Similitude to Dr. Beunet's manner of ſpeaking, 

Hab. 1, 10, Thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt laid the 


| 3 | bundation of the Earth, and the Heavens are the Works 


tby Hands : But this is explained by the Apoſtle him- 


4 f 3 : = . 
au erk in ſich a manner in this very Chapter, as to re- 


ee all manner of Difficulty; Ver. 2, ai 7 g, By 
brougb whom alſo he made the Worlds. bt: 
Il cannot therefore but conclude, that That Perſon 
ho præexiſted before his Incarnation, and was then 


e Fleſb, was not a mere human Sou], of the ſame 
* On poecies with ours; but a4 much ſuperior Perſon, even 
» au whom St. John calls The Word, or Meſſenger of 
e 1 he Father, who was in the Beginning with God. 
t ti: . „ | 3 
4 $ 
eig 5 „ Me. 
Far „ 

. Y 


NF 


ted 


e, 


it 


/ be 49 C or Word mentioned by St. John. 


= 'hethber it was. a real Perſon, the Perſon of 
our Saviour preexiſting before his Incarnation, 
or whether it means only ſomewhat (incertum 
quid) belonging to God the Father, and ſu- 
peradded to the Man Jeſus Chriſt at the Time 
. of his Conception. | | 
A S nothing has led Men into more Miſtakes in 
IX their Notions of the Trinity, than wrong Ex- 
plications of the x Ch. of St. John's Goſpel; ſo none 
ſeem to have err'd more widely from the Point, than 
thoſe who have taken the Logos or Ford, not for the 
Title or Character of a Perſon, but for Reaſon or Wiſ- 
dom in the Abſtract. Theſe efe@ually deſtroy the Tri- 
ay, by making it only a Trinity of Names, A Tri- 


: „J = 
| nity of Modes, is indeed nothing different from oli 
' of Names only. And a Trinity of Somewhats, wh 

together conſtitute the whole Divine Nature or Eſc: 
each of which Somewhats are really diſtin, p. 216, ali 
yet each of them is The one ſelfexiſtent Being, ii 
184, 197, 225; and yet again, each of them is on 
conflitutive of the ſelfexiſtent Being, p. 215; This is 
far from having any foundation in Scripture, andi 
ſo wholly unintelligible, that I cannot but wondell 
how a Man of Dr. Bennet's Abilities could fall into i 
For, e 8 : 3 
Firſt. According to Dr. B. the Vord was certain 
not iucar nate at all. nor was there any real Condeſcenſuſ 
in him; but ( as the Dr. elſewhere expreſſes himſeh 
3 p. 143,) only a Train of falſe Appearances: And thi 
for the plain Reaſon which the Dr. himſelf aſſigns 
(in the very Sentence before he ſays that the Yori 
was certain incarnate, p. 73,) viz. becauſe That Bein. 
of which St. Paul afirms that twas # Ape 9:7 and «i 
des, and afterwards emptied and debaſed itſelf by Incarn i; 
tion, — was not the Word, if the Word be the very Gol. 
Now the Vord being conceiv'd by him to be the vine 
God, tis plain that the Word did not empty or debaſ Wl 
itſelf. Accordingly he contends, that That Text, P.M 
2, 7, iniyoow ievror | he emptied himſelf,” cannot be under. 
ſtood of the Word at, all, p. 74-82: Which yet, as 
have already ſhewn, is certainly meant of the Log 
or Vord; and never was underſtood otherwiſe by any 
Chriſtian Writer, but ſuch as whollydenied Chriſt's Pra- 
exiſtence. Now St. John ſaying expreſly that the Vi 

was made Fleſh, (not, an human Soul was made Fleſh; ) 
and St. Paul aſſerting that Chriſt, being rich, for ou Wi 
Jakes became poor, 2 Cor. 8, 10; and again, he emp- 
tied himſelf of the Glory he had; *Tis plain the Word 
muſt be a real Perſon, who did, as the Scriptures aflure 

us, ſuch and ſuch perſonal Actions. Pee, 


'  Fecondly, 


= LO. 9 
ccondly, The Reaſon of the very Name A9 G, Word, 
in Dr. B's way, altogether unaccountable - In Dr. 
ies, tis eaſy and natural. He is d x9, becauſe 
does %; he does, as Revealer, La- giver, aud 
ase, [Patris Voluntatem, Jus, Sententiam Dicere,] 
bare the Vill, the Laws, the Sentence of his Father. 
= From the Beginning he did declare and reveal the 
ther's Vill. Dr. B. indeed decries this, p. 242; and 
2 ys, It does not appear that the Word was from the Be- 
ing the Revealer of God's Will to the World. And 
52, he raiſes a Cavil from St Peter's aſſerting, that 
% vent and preached to the Spirits in Priſon in the 
e Noah, by the Spirit, 1 Pet. 3 18, 19, 20. From 
"ST ich Text he endeavours to infer, that, not the Word, 
Mut a mere Humane Soul, was in Antient times the Re- 
ealer of God's Will. But his Argument from that 
ea ert, I have already anſwered above, Ch, III. On 
be other ſide; that the Vord really was an Intelligent 
ert or Perſon, called by That Title on account of 
is Revealing the Will of God from the Beginning; 
ppears, not only from the natural fignification of the 
lem itſelf, but alſo from the actual Uſe of it in that 
ene, among the moſt Ancient Writers. Philo, p. Jr, 
peaks of him thus: O A5 Hs 78 Hes Unepdyw rb 
ans cu, 1; rescg- 79 con yiyors, The Logos, 
be Word of God, is above all the World, and the moſt 
Arien of all things that were produced. And in the 
{ame Page, he mentions 2% «yy fav dg ton ay@, the 
Azel who is the Nord: And again, 7% yrs © abyes 
ae, hie Angels and Words: And again, Jie de d, 
Wo 4 ayer, by bis Angels and Words, ibid. Lib. 2, Allego- 
W :1arum, | Like to whigh, is that expreſſion in the firſt 
Book of Eſdras, ch. 1, 24; The Words of the Lord, 3. 
avyer 77 wie, roſe up againſt Tſrael.| In his Book de 
Somnits, p. 455, he gives to Angels in general the 
Name of a6yvs : Not, ſays he, that God, who knows all 
things before. hand, ſtands in need of Any that ſhould ſhow 
him any thing, [He is ſpeaking of Angels, who 74s 


* 
Ts 
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3 Telp3s irie get; Tolg e * e To! 11 % A 
T9 e diayyinu; carry the Commands of the Father 3% 
bis Children, and the Neceſities of the Children to the 1: 
ther . | but, 97: reg imöghis vi cups fe, wo bras | 4 
ue ilnſdis noyors K fννονp becauſe tis good for us Mortal 


make nſe of Words (i. e. Angels) as Mediators and Arbitn Sa 
In oppoſition to which corrupt Judaical Notion, $ E ui eſt 
Paul declares, that to us Chriſtians there is but OM nnit 
Mediator. In the fame Book, p. 463, He fays, ivM:ibu 
World is God's Temple, ww @ » de ifeous ; TpwloyoT i. 8 
Te de xy ©, in which bis firſt begotten divine hon rinib 
is High Prieft. Now Philo being a Writer of the ſani....c 
Age, tho” he is not a Rule to interpret St John, ya 5) 
he ſhows how in all probability, and by Analg, bon 
Chriſtians would in Thoſe days underſtand the facriBS.2., 
Writers, when they. ſtiled our Saviour & xh In. 
Mord. They muſt needs underſtand That Term of a rd BW... g 
Perſon: Nor cou'd any One poſſibly CONCELlVE otherwiſe : 5s 9 
who compared Mal. 3, 1, in the LXX, with Gal. 4,8 Ingel 
14; Bebold, (ſays the Prophet) I fend my Angel; Ils C 
and the Lord whom ye ſeek, ſhall come into his own Ie. Niles h 
ple; and the Angel of the Covenant, whom ye dejire. 1 brad, 
have. receiv'd me, ({ays the Apoſtle) as the Angel Peanir 
God, as Chrift Feſus. In the ſame manner alſo Ju ir, ad 
Martyr, p. 358, Ayor naniom, ,d Taes TE «loi s his 
Sumias gaze Foils grbpamors, They call him | Chriſt | the Word, Nhe Fa 
becauſe be bringsDiſcourtes (Declarations or Commands) eve al ; 
from the Father to Men, I am ſenſible that Fu 1 ingule 
here ſpeaking of the Opinion of Others: But this i; No be u. 
not one of the Particulars wherein he differs from put it 
them: As is moſt evident through his whole Book, Dowers 
and particularly from a Paſſage in his Second Apolog), Brhich 
p. 67, ei $8 9 %s Tags Thy nei r 1 V4" And h 
Sal du 5x 385 EE Abyoy ge, ntowmey r d val bor, 
Toi; TW Equity Ah v ages S dyynliny A νν; if wo t 
we ſay that the Word was in a peculiar manner begotten of larke 
God, and not in the way that other things are; this wou'd hat 5, 


Mer 


be but the ſame thing as you your ſelves teach, who call 


WꝰS 
ecury the Word which carries Meſſages from God. 
„erich laſt Words by the way, | Tois 7 Epuny, &c. 

call Mercury, &c.] on which the whole Streſs lies, 
4 omitted by Biſhop Bull in citing this Paſſage, 


tau 2. cap. 4. $ 2. Thus too Ireneus, lib. 2, c. 55, 
ten tex Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, per verbum ſuum, 
n, ni eſt Filius ejus, per Eum revelatur & mani fe ſtatur 
M mnibus, quibus revelatur: Cognoſcunt enim eum hi, 
0 88 ibus revelaverit Filius; Angelis & Archange- 
ck 


is, & Poteſtatibus, & Virtutibus, & omnibus Ho- 
inibus: The Father of our Lord Feſus Chrift 


fame evealed and made manifeſt to all to whom be is reveal- 
„a ) bis Word, who is bis Son. For They know him, 
al v»bomſoever the Son reveals him, —— to Angels, and 
acce{ 


cbangels, and Principalities and Powers, and to all 
rs. Thus likewiſe, to cite no more, Athanaſius, 
tra gentes; aby ©, ſays he, — T5 Seu]s Ta]gis Ep- 
is hee, The Word, who is the Interpreter and 
Igel of bis Father. As therefore St. Paul. 1 Cor. 1, 24, 
ls Chrift The Power and Wiſdom of God, ſo St. John 


I ils him The Word of God: Neither of them in the 

I WW /raf, but concrete Senſe, And this likewiſe is the 
l Wecaning of that expreſſion, John 1. 18, &v kts To Ab- 
vj , admitted, received INT O , the Father's Bofom, 
his Great Bete or Counſellor, Tf. 9, 6; knowing 
ord, de Father's Will fo as no one elſe does, in order to 
Ky F eveal it, Matt. Eb, 27; Dr B. indeed, P- 121, very 
7 


Winzularly, would fain have That Text in Fobn 1, 18, 
Wo be underſtood of Chrift's State after the Incarnation - 
Hut it certainly means Before it: For it relates to the 


ok, Powers and Abilities he had to declare the Will of God, 
8% chich he did both before and when he was made Man. 
„nd here I can't but obſerve that the Words are, is 
161 Birr, Into (not In) the Boſom of the Father, Which 
1 wo though Dr B. confounds, p. 69, 86; yet Dr 
erte has ſhown (againſt Mr. Nelfor's Friend, p. 94.) 
4 What 4% and tr cannot be ſo confounded. To the In- 
1 ances by him alledged, I add ; iss zn dvdr N Lox peo, 
er. e | 


(in 


5 =) | ; 
(in hom my Soul is well pleaſed,) is literally, On viva: 
my Affection is placed: And, iis de a, Mark 13,1 

(Oe that is in the Field) literally means, is gone into ii 

Field. Nor (I believe with Pr Clarke) is one Word i 
ver put for another, in any Language; As any M 
may ſee, by trying it in his own native Langua 
But this by the way. Now, as the Phraſe, «is «ai 
Te Tels, being in (or received into) the Boſom of HH 
Father, Joh. 1, 18; ſo likewiſe That other Phraſc, ll 

Son of Man which is in Heaven, Joh: 3, 13, ſignif 
kyowing and having comruſſion to declare the Fathe 


Will, including alfo Authority and a Power of Judi ſaid 
For 6 @vir 7 veg in this Place, compared with Me Fa 
24, 30, certainly means and refers to (what Dr Cini hom 
ſeems to have miſſed) Him who is deſcribed Dar, nd to 
12,14, I ſaw — and bebold, one like the Son of Man can | Fou 


with the Clouds of Heaven, and came to the Antient iff 
days,— and there was given bim Dominion and Gi ere tr 
and a Kingdom, &c. N 

. To proceed therefore. With regard particularly 
this Power of Fudging, and giving Sentence, and cu 
cating the Sentence, He is ſtiled a#y@- The Word, Rev 
19, 13, (which Paſſage: you cite, pag. 170'; ) ſmitn 
with the Sword of bis Mouth, ver. 15 and 21. Ot 
- bis Month went a ſharp two-edged. Sword, ch. 1, 16. 
ch. 2,16. and Feb. 4, 12. and Iſaiab 11, 4. In wha 
laſt Text, the Rod of his Mouth, is, in the EXX, NBR" 
7s sb ald, with the Word of bis Mouth. _ wa 

If we ſuppoſe now our Saviour to be a real Perſon = 
thus diſcovering the Will of, God, and executing 
judgment and Juſtice upon Mankind, tis very natr 
ral and eaſy to account for his Name; The ay@ «il 
Word : Which is altogether unintelligible upon Dr A 
Scheme: And indeed the FPraexiſting humane Soul wi 
he 9 e, and ought to have been fo filed, if tis 


* 
7 0 


* 


- 


Learned Author's Notion was true.' Yar 
_ Thirdly. St John's Expreſſion, . ch 1. 1. that fit 


Word was 7&s vr, (not © 93} that he was an 
- | | | 9 


> 


a ( Br 


is; ſent with God; ſhows that the Word was tot 
2 Meth conſtitutive of aud eſſential to God the Fas 
e, but that he was a real diſtin? Perſon, Eſpe- 
ally ſeeing the Apoſtle: repeats again this and other 
Er [oral Characters, ver. 2, 3, The ſame was jn the Be- 
ning with (was preſent with) God; All things were 
ade By [or Throigh | him.] Ver. 14, be was made F leſh, 
est irs] And ver. 11, He came unto his own, its T& 
lde; compared with Dau. 12, 1. Nor is that 
WD bjecion which Dr B. has ſtarted, p. 190, of any 
re; viz. that C= , Eternal Life, 1 Fob. 1, 2: 
(aid to have been ese & Tales, apud,] preſent with 
ee father: For the Life there mentioned, is Chriſt, 
hom the Apoſtle declares to have been with God, 
nd to have been made manifeſt to uus. 
= For thly. The Words, ver. 3, J did adi dy lilo, 
not only Lin were created, but» 6 61:10, ) all things 
ere tranſacted by him all along from the Beginning; ma- 
ifeſtly ſhow the 29 to haye been the ſame Perſon 
the Angel of God's Preſence. 5 1 8 
Io examine now the Proofs which Dr Bennet brings 
Re or bi: Notion; biz. that the Vord is ſomething eſſential 
no and 3 of the bery God, and not a real diftint 
„%%. And here, | 5 
Fir; His great Proof from thoſe Words of St. 
neh 01, ch. 1, 1, The Word was God, is very weak. For 
be thing he has endeavoured to prove, is, p. 182, 190, 
hat the 5 vi&s with whom the Word was, and the feds 
dich is the Vord, mean the ſame Individual; which 
ren upon his o Hypotheſis, it cannot do. For 
en either, if 5 S be the Father of Chrift, the & . 
Peing 9%, muſt be the Father tao; or, if 5 Jed, be the 
ather including the Word and Spirit, os * being 
be fame Individual, muſt include the Trinity too. 
But to paſs by this. The Argument urged by this reve- 
gend Author, to prove that the Word is the ber) God, and 
ot a real Perſon diſtinct from the Father, is hisbeing _ 
11d s., God, Now if the Angel in the Old Tefta® 
| | G Na ment, 


perſonated God, (as he allows too,) and was (p. 60 . 


Zech. 3; 1, 2, compared with Jude 9, where the ſam 
Perſon is expreſſy ſtiled both The Angel of the Lord, au 


alſo, in the very ſame Senſe of his perſonating Gol 


* 


C829) 


ment, (whom the Dr ſuppoſes to be the præexiſting Soi J 
of Chriſt,) conſtantly ſpake in the name ot God, a 
& lege, het in the form of God, was That viſible Perla I 
who is There conſtantly ſtiled God, (and particularly. 


Febovah; ) Then why might not St. Fobn ſay of hin 


dry $:%, that he WAS That vijble Perſon who hall 
appeared in the Name, and under that Character dM 


GOD, and N S mile eyes by whom all things dee 


been tranſacted from the Beginning? Either therefa 
The Word may be a real Perſon, diſtinct from tui 
very God with whom he was ; or elſe the præexiſtig 
Seul of Chriſt, who is call'd God in the Old Teſa 
ment, may, by the ſame way of arguing that the DW 
has uſed, be proved to be the very God, . I 

Secondly. The Text from St. Paul, 1 Tim. 2, 5, Thu 
is One-God, and One Mediator between God and Men, ti 
Man Chriſt Feſus; alledged, pag. 191, to prove that ti 
Word is the very God; is directly againſt the Dr. Fall 
if the Perſon mediated to, be the Perſon of the Fi 
ther only, (as St. Fobn aſſures us, 1 Fob. 2, 1, Ve bai 
an Advocate with the Father, Jeſus Chriſt;) then ti 
One God here. cannot include the Vord, unleſs ti: 
Word be the Father, _ i 

Thirdly. His next Text is, Heb. 1, 10, Thou, Lou 


We pre 

in the beginning haſt laid the foundations of the Eartb, au 557 
the Heavens are the Works of thy Hands, But the mea Sceptr. 
ing of this, has been above conſidered already. BM 196. 
Theſe are the only Paſſages produced by Dr Bemetuſ of C 
That Chapter, in which he attempts to prove the Voi the ſ⸗ 
be the very God. But becauſe he has in other Places e. n 


terſperſed Texts of Scripture, which he judges to mall 
for this purpoſe; I ſhall conſider Them too, after Wien H; 
ving obſerved that he no where mentions Rom. 9, 5 


ho is over all, God bleſſed for ever: Nor 1 Fob, 5, 1 
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555 3s the true God, and eternal Life: Not 48s 20, 28, 


Soul 

i # feed the Church of God, which he hath purchaſed with 
% on Blood Nor, laſtly, That remarkable Paſſage, 
ro Fob 5, 7, There are three that bear Record in Hea- 
arg, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt, and 
my beſe three are one. I doubt not but he omitted the 
aud bree firſt of theſe Texts, 2s knowing they wou'd not 


3 ake for his purpoſe ; and the Laff, as being fully 


Gol Wonvinced that it is Spurious. | 5 
ba But the following Text, 1 Tim. 3, 16, God was 
r d nel in the Fleſb, Juſtifted in the Spirit, ſeen of Angels; 
gu cathed unto the Gentiles, believed on in the World, re- 
con ved up into Glory; he has cited no leſs than Six 
ate mes, p. 35, 78, 164, 165, 189, 190; and frequent- 
tig argues from it, without ever once taking the leaft 
et; otice, (which is not - agreeable to his uſual Candor) 
Dat tis certainly corrupt: The Word eee God, being 


Wot cited by any Greek Writer before the 5th, per- 
ps not before the 6th Century. For tho it is in the 
ert of ſome Greek Fathers, yet their Comment Thews 
WS to be corrupt. The two Places cited by Dr Mills, in 
Es Appendix, in favour of the modern Reading, are, 
Wc of them out of a piece of Atbauaſus, acknows- 
aged to be ſpurious: And the Other out of Fuftin 
ahr, proves directly the contrary to what he 
Wings it for; ſhewing clearly that 005 was not in 
We Text. But neither This Text being urged for 
e preſent purpoſe, I pals to ß 

Heb. 1, 8, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever, 
Sceptre of Righteouſneſs is the Sceptre of thy Kinzdom, 
196, This, the Dr thinks, relates to the Divini- 


011 10888 of Chriſt ; and that, being ſpoken by the Pfſalmiſt 
ori the ſcIf-exiſtent God, it ſhews the Son of God or the 
es ne muſt be the ſelf-exiſtent God. But this Paſſage 
make ting ſpoken of One, whom (in the next Verſe) God 
er Ben Hi, God, had exalted ; tis evident that God in 
9, e 8th Verſe, can't mean the ſame Perfon with God 
„ the 9th; fince One was the God of the other, Not to 


G 2 take 


* 


bear another Rendring, very commonly taken Noti 


not even from his Raiſing bimſelf to Life,) that en 
' the Word exerted itſelf before Chriſt's Aſcen ION. 10 1 


cenſion. To prevent this Difficulty; he Prein 


r ũ =e ct . ̃²ꝛ˙w' ̃6ůũ' ˙wr . ⅛⁰ů !! 
* 


pet the Dr underſtands of his human Nature. Wi 


being perſonally united to the human Nature? Wil 


take Notice here, that both the Greek and Hebrew ui 5 A 


of by Interpreters; God is [the Support of | t 3 ant: 


' Throne for ever and ever, &c. Which entirely take 1 
way the Objection. CC ͤ · wu. GS 
Fuobn 20, 28, My Lord and my God; is cited by ti at 
Dr, p. 150, as implying that Chriſt is there aſſerted ii 7 * 
be the very God. But upon his own Principles, th 7 
Paſſage can do him no Service. For he acknowledge 43 *% | 
in the very preceding Page that we have no Proof, (u 12 al 


ſay 
is 
bere! 
P. 150, that now was the Time in which our Savionl fog 5 
did reveal to his Apoſtles his divine Nature, and the A ift 
cellency of his Per ſon. And indeed this is but Preſumnl Ter 
: : | af ext 
without offering any Colour of Reaſon. For we fin "FS 
no Footſteps of any ſuch Thing Now, more than atiy 
fore; excepting This only, That he now declares" 5 


5 3 - . - 3 . 3 - \(_ That 1 
Power to be given him in Heaven and in Eartb; Wiid interpr 


cl as 

dy thi 
Euppoſ; 
Ur Benn: 


we find St Thomas ſtiles him God, even before his 3 


* 
1 
* 


1 


Ground therefore is there for the following Aſſertid 
p. 262, Chrift is not called our God in Scripture upon a 
other Account, but that of bis Divine Nature the Vs 


Ground (I ſay) is there for this, if St. Thomas call 3 
him, my God, without knowing any Thing of his der (+ f 
Nature, That not being yet revealed? Meanir 
There remains, I think, but ove Argument mor! ed by 
be conſidered upon this Head; viz. that if the a ity. 1 
in St John means a real Perſon, there will then be ſy dentical 
Gods. But this deſerves to be conſidered diſtinct) Nene Cr 
ZI 2 97 08 © oe I Creed 
And now when I look back upon the Whole WM, 5... 
what this learned Author has ſaid on this. Head, er or 
cannot but profeſs my ſelf aſtoniſhed to find him tb of 
his Preface declaring himſelf Sure, that the Con Won of t 


yet in 7 


(5) .. 7 
antial Divinity of our Lord is ſo plainij taught in Scrip- 
e, that he wou'd admit any Hypotheſis, provided it were 
BW arely peſble, rather than deny it: And again, p. 74, 
bat the Evidence of that Truth (viz. that the Word is 
be very God) is % great, that It obliges us to admit any 
wn ter poſſible Expoſition, than ſuch a one as aſlerts that 
oe Vord is inferior to the very God: And p. 117, that 
he great Myſtery of the Union of the divine and human 

Natures is ſo fully revealed to us in the Holy Scriptures. 
gay, I cannot but be amazed at theſe Profeiſior s, 
ben I find that throughout Dr Bennet's whole Book, 
nere is not one Word ſaid by him, but what entirely 
JV: :kes away the Notion of Conſubſtqntiality. What He 
vii in his Scheme) calls the Divinity and dipine Nature of 
- hrift, he has founded wholly indeed upon that ſngle 


mit : [ ext, John I, I. And yet, by affirming that Chriſt 


Ny In his præexiſtent State, appeared ir wogpn di, perſo- 
mating the imiſtble God; he has ſhewn planly how 
"That Text of St Fobn may very naturally be otherwiſe 
Nhe nterpreted; and in what Senſe the Evangelift alſo, as 
ell as the old Teftament, might ſtile him des: And 
rug y this Means he gives up his whole Scheme. But 
7 Wuppoſing the Text to be underſtood never ſo much in 
u or Bennet's own Way, yet he ſo interprets it, as evident - 
vu to make the aiy&, not gurn©- conſubſtantial, but 
uu Or u,, e identical with the Father. I re- 
er the Reader to Bp. Bull, or Dr Cudworth, for the 
Meaning of zue; it being beyond Diſpute pro- 
ed by them to ſignify, not Identity, but Conſulſtanti- 
ity. But Dr B. by His Scheme, has made the 49 & 
dentical with the Father, directly contrary to the Ni- 
ene Creed. Nor doth he at all make him (as that 
reed does) bbs ix he God of God. or the only begot- 
ten Son of God, or begutten of the Father before all A- 
res or Worlds. For tho' in Words he freely grants the 
Truth of what our Divines uſually call the eternal Genera- 
ton of the Word or divine Nature of our Lord, p. 1623 
yet in Truth he denies it, by clearly taking away all 

| e the 


8 | ( $6 + | 1 
the Proofs, and by denying expreſly our Saviour to 
have been the Son of God before his Incarnation, ani 
by making him indeed nothing but a mere Man in 
and by whom God the Father manifeſted his Power. 

I grant that this Reverend Author, p. 217, ew 
deavours to account for the eternal Generation of tu 
Word. But he does it in ſuch Terms, as are altog 
ther inconſiſtent both with Conſu"fantiality, and all 
(as it ſeems to Me) with common Senſe. 4s for th 
eternal Generation of the Word, ſays he; Becauſe tie 
Mord ſubſiſts eternally (becauſe neceſſarily) in God, not uM 
a diſtinct Being from God. but as one and the ſame Brin 
with God; and becauſe God (or That which, beſides tu 
Word and the Spirit, is in God or eſſential to God) is alli 


along repreſented ſo as that the Word is bis, and he ui d | 
not the Word's; therefore we think that — ſo MUCH 
of the divine Nature or Eſſence, as is not by any mon ante: 
particular N. me diſtinguiſhed in Scripture from the anten 
and the Spirit, and which ed 4 us as Prior in O. Jt. ta 
der of Conſideration to beth the Word and the Spirit, i. 10 
very properly term'd the eternal Father of the Word. Wi > 7 
Now what is This, but to maintain that the Son ß 
He, Ty Soixe only a Part; SO MUCH of thi 45 
Subſtance of God ? The very Notion of Marcella 
Who, TS i; Ses 76 wuty m ee Nef, T6 0 ee 
obe ou SET TH Hola &v EXUT@) Elvort, called Q) f ealor 
MUCH of the one God, the Father, and SO MUCH —_ 
the Son, as if God was a Sort of compound Subſlanc I 2 
Euſebius, Eccles. Theol. I. 1, c. 5. A Notion ſo wi "= 1 
ry irrational in Enſebius's Opinion, that he ſcruplail'®* 5 
not to ſay, Tow pihriov——0 INN G- 7 d wh. 149. 
Nate ee Mee ot viv, — 53% + duty Vom. on, a 
" 620 noo TOC οοο wom'yov , How much better —| * roſe 
is even the Few, not dividing the One God into Father ai b 1 tl 
Fon ; — nor introducing, as did Sabellius, the ſan. © 
individual as being both Fatber and Son ? ibid. Inder "ry (0: 


*twas in Cppoſitzon to this particular Notion, that A 


aboll 


re to 


(87) 
bout the Notion taught by the Chriffian Church concern- 
0d. So far was he from thinking this Doctrine 
Borccable to the Meaning of 044osng- conjubftantial, 
ſettled by the Council of Nice. US 


8 ads 6th 
a 


CHAT Y | 


AT F Dr Bennet's Notion of the Onieſcence of 
| - - the A /?, / Word. 


A 5 this Notion, in the Manner tis here dreſs d up, 
2 ſeems entirely New; "twill be neceſſary to con- 


1 ig 
05 1 ider what Principles the Dr here allows or takes for 
un ranted, that we may the better judge of his Per- 


Wrmance in this Point. ,. He ſuppoſes the Jord 
Wot. to be a real Perſon, but (in Euſelius s Phraſe) 
= wu 77; Something (incerfum quid 5 belonging to 


3 bod ; p. 2 


17. 2dly, He ſuppoſes this Vord, not to be 
nited to Chriſt, all the Time that our Lord appear- 


"A as the Angel of God's Preſence under the old 
11, <$ament ; but that, when his Soul voluntarily became 
Wcarmate, twas [then | united to the * Vord it ſelf, the 
1 of the Univerſe, 72 84; and in p. 65, the ſame 
e 0tion thrice occurs. 340, He ſuppoſes, that from the 
ne [ime of our. Lord's Incarnation, even to his Alcen- 
eon, the Word was quieſcent; Ve baving no Proof 


bat the Word exerted himſelf before Chriſt's Aſcenſton, 
. 149. Laſtly; he ſuppoſes, that after his Reſurcec- | 
jon, all Power in Heaven and Earth was given to him 
bat roſe from the Dead, i. e. to the Man Jeſus Chriſt, 
or, as the Dr expreſſes it, to his Humane Nature only, 
he human Nature only being reſpected in the Exalta- 


deed, ion, (p. 29, 28, compared together.) . 
+ elf Theſe Things being ſuppoſed, tis very natural 
toll ere to enquire, /f. When: therefore did the As ,G- 
abol G4 aft > 


- 


© » vn 
act? "Twas only the byman Nature of Chriſt that ſu 
jered, and that acted: The Word, notwithſtanding twill 
| perſonal Von, did forbear to communicate bis extraorts y 


day Influences to our Sapiour, more than to other Mort 


ho art not perſonally united to the Word, p. 125. lu 
what Senſe then is this a perſonal Union? Or is it not 
merely a Fiction, to imagine perſonal Union without 
any Efeds of ſuch an Union? 2dly. Twas the Mal 
Jeſus Chriſt that ſuffered, that died, that was exalted, 
that ſhall be our judge, and is at preſent our Mediator, 
p. 29. To him that 7s at preſent onr Mediator, we a: 
required to give religious Adoration: ibid. Twas te 
Man that receiv'd all Fower in Heaven and in Ear ip 
p. 26; and was enabled by God to beſtom bis Bleſings wi 
on his Church, p. 25. The Human Nature only, wi 
made the V icegerent of the very God over all created V Notic 
21g5, p. 26. Now of what Uſe then was this Union, WW ant!) 
without ſo much as oxe Inſtance of Acling in all H esc 
Affair of Redemption? The Man Jeſus Chriſt dun Hinm:! 
every Thing; mediates, intercedes, will judge, is e vine! 
bled to raiſe the Dead, p. tag. To what End then Th 
was the Union ? Or hew comes it, that in this par Irene: 
ticular Inftance God makes Uſe of two Perſons uni learne 
ted, to accompliſh that which all along is perfor tranſc 
formed by One only. zah, Dr B's Notion is exadly i ly ap 
the ſame as Cerinthus's; except that the Latter ſuppꝰ i ©. 
ſed the ) to come upon Jeſus at his 27 of G 
the Former at his Conception; and that Cerinthus ſur WW #112m ( 
poſed it was ſometimes, Dr Bennet thinks it bigh) WAN Tus, 
probable that it was totally, quieſcent: during the Mini", wum, 
p. 146; tho he will not -poſitzvely determine whethe BF aim 
it was only ſometimes or always quieſcent during tht Jadu 
Space: ibid. You find Ireneus's Account of Cerinthn, Wil Corif 
1. 1, c. 25; Poſt Baptiſmum deſcendifſe in eum, bri- Cod, 
tum; — in fine autem revuolaſſe iterum Chriſtum de dn dh! 
N Teſum paſſum eſſe & reſurrexiſſe; Chriſtum autem in Voint. 
paſibilem per ſc veraſſe. After bis Baptiſm, Chriſt d Cr 
ed upon bim ;— at laſt, Chrift withdrew again from Jn us th. 


27% ſuffered and roſe again; but Chrift remained 


LC 7:0 8 
The only Authority, upon which Dr Bennet's No- 
rtal ; jon and Language upon this Head is built, is a ſin- 
ue Place of Iraneus, 1. 3, Cc. 21. dome 308 % Age 
oe, io mage n, 577 Kol Ng, 11 0X Exon {Os 
haue o Lee 72 dye i e eee, nol G T1. 
un e, cue SD ual cr vH. ovyyivopurrs ON Te)" 
led e ty m7] w ual e, Kol yerSrueo dat 
ator Wa! vi ο Joc! UT ave haupare go, For as be was 
lan, that he might be tempted ; ſo was be the Word, 
s that be might be glorified : The Word indeed acquieſcing 
ben be was tempted, diſgraced, crucified and dying; but 
ring the Man in conquering, &c. Now ſo it happens, 


a hat this very Paſlage is plainly againſt Dr Bennet s 
WNotion ; becauſe it ſuppoſes the Word not to be con- 
8 faxtly nor, generally nor at all (in Dr Bennet's Senſe) 


non 
the qn7eſcent, but only acquie ſcing or ſubmitting in all the 
col Miemitiation-Pare, and exerting itſe#f continually C za} 
em vd in all the victoriqus Part of our Lord's Life. 
then The Queſtion is not, in the preſent Diſpute, whether 
pal. Trenaus s Opinion was right or not, But ſince this 
uni learned Author has built ſo much upon it, I will 
rf tranſckibe ſome Paſſages, from whence twill evident- 
Aly appear how much That Father differs from Him. 
pps 'O A9YG- des, oof eyenere ual ime Ie, The Word 
i = of God was made Fleſh, and ſinfered: lib. 1, c. 4. Non 
uam Chriſtus tumc deſcendit in Ieſum; neq; alins quidem Chri- 
bus, alius vero Teſus ; fed Verbum Dei, qui eft Salvator om- 
un, & Dominator Celi & Terre, qui eft Ieſus, qui & 
ther afſumfit carnem, & untus eff a Potre Spiritn, Teſus Chriſfus 
that J aus eſt. For Chriſidid not then deſcend upon Feſus, nor was 
th Chrift one [ Perſon | and Feſus another; But the Word of 


bre God, who is the Saviour of all, and the Ruler of Heaven 
%, ad Earth, who is Neſus, who alſo took Fleſh, and was a- 
in »oirted with the Spirit from the Father, was made Feſus 
cen ri, 1. 1. 3, c. 10. In the next Chapter, he tells 
eu us that St John intending by his Goſpel to root out the 
c | | Hen 

| 7 


4 


* 
* 


C3 


made Fleſh ; For if 


rien, 
from Chriſt, and ſay that t continued impaſſible, but 
Feſus ſuffered. So again, 1. 3, c. 12, The Apoſtles 
did not preach, alterum quidem paſſum & reſurgenten 
Chriftum, alterum vero qui impaſſibilis perſeveravent 


One Chriſt who ſuffered and roſe again, and another 


who. continued impaſſible. L. 3. c. 17, He Hames 


ſuch, as aſſerted Chriſt, putative paſſum, uaturaliter 
zmpaſibilem exiſtentem; to have ſuffered by Imputation, 
being naturally impailible. Book the Third, ch. the 
x8th, contains Abundance of Paſſages to this Purpoſe. 
Ex Virgine natum Filium Dei, & bunc ipſum eſſe Saluato- 
rem Chriſtum, quem Prophets pradicaverunt; uon, ſcut 
iph dicunt, Ieſum quidem 1pſum eſſe qui ex Maria fit natis, 
Chriſtum ver6- qui duper deſcendit : i. e. Manifeſtly ſhewing 
that the Son of God was born of a Virgin, and that this ver 
Perſon was Chriſt the Saviour, whom the Prophets fort- 
told ; and not, at the Hereticks ſay, that Jeſus was he who 
was born of Mary, and Chriſt - who deſcended from 
above. And again: Non ergo alterum Filium Hommns 
novit Evangelium, niſi hunc qui ex Maria, qui & 52 

. 77 


. 


Hereſy of (erinthus and the Nicolaitans, did not preac þ 
Cbriſtum (quem & impaſſibilem perſeveraſſe) deſcendentu ; 
in Ieſum; that Chriſt (who continued impaſſible) deſcent 
ed upon Feſus. And again, Salvatorem non incarnatun 
"eq; paſſum, impaſſibilem exiſfentem: They, Cerinthu 
and his Followers, pretend our Saviour neither to hu 
been made Fleſh, nor to have ſuffered, being impaſlible, 
Trengus goes on: Secundum millam Sententiam Heri 
corum, Verbum Dei Caro fadtum eſt ; fi enim quis reguuli 
Ane omnium per ſcrutetur, inveniet quoniam ſme carm 
mimpaſſibilis ab omnibus illis inducitur Verbum Dei 
According to no Scheme of the Heretic ks, is the Won 
| any. one examines carefully the 
Rules, he will find that the Word of God is introduced; 
all of them, as without Fleſh, and impaſſible. And a 
terwards again in the fame Chapter he cenſures then 
8 Jeparant Tefum a Chriffo, & impaſſibilem perſeveraſ i 


aſſum dero Ieſum dicunt ; who ſeparate eu 


: weq; er 


89 


* 


17 : . 91 ) 1 
Sed neq, Chrifum avolantem ante Paſionem ab Jeſu, 
1 bunc qui natus ft Teſum Chriftum novit Dei Filium, 
enndem hun paſſum reſurrexiſſe The Goſpel knows u 
ber Son of Man, than him who was born] of Mary, 
5 alſo ſufrred; Nor doth it mention Chrift. withdrawing 
on Feſus before the Paſſion; but it teaches us that He 
50 was born, even Feſus Chriſt, 3s the Son of God; and. 
e this very ſame. | Perſon] having ſuffered, roſe again. He. 
ells us that theſe Things were written, Fobn 20,21, pro- 
i den, blaſphemas regulas qua dividunt Dommum quautum 
r ipſs attinet, ex altera & altera Subfantia dicentes eum 
ann: Foreſeeing the blaſphemous Rules of thoſe who di- 


ther 4 ide ow Lord, as much as in them lies; ſaying, tbat he » 
yl compounded of. two Subſtancess And more clearly 
ain a little after: Chriſt Jeſus our Lord, inviſibilis viſibilas 


adus, & incomprebenfibilis factus comprehenſibilis, & im- 
aſſbilis pasſibilis, & Verbum Homo : Being inviſible be was 
rade viſible, being incomprehenſible he was made com- 
prehenſible, being impaſſible he was made paſſible, and be- 


ics ing the Word be was made Man, Afterwards he quotes 
St. Poul; and ſays; Neſcit eum qui evolauit Chriſtum ab Teſu, 
1 , req; eum novit Salvatoremqui ſurſum eſt, quem impaſſibilem 


8 dicunt : Heſ Paul xnoms not That Chriſi which withdrew from 
Jeſus, nor did be know That Saviour who came | down upon 
Jes from above, whom they ſay to have been impaſſi- 


ble. I might cite ſeveral other the like Paſſages m 
- i this Chapter. And indeed, thro all his Books, Ire- 
f naus 18 continually bearing hard upon thoſe Hereticks, 


Who ſeparatim Chriſtum intelligentes tanquam impaſſibilem 
perſeverantem, & ſeparatim cum qui paſſus eſt Ieſum; ih 
5 conſidered Chrift ſeparately. as continuing impaſſible; ant 
5 Feſus ſeparately, as ſuffermg, li. 4. c. 4. And he declares, * 
7 I. 4, c. 16, that All who knew the . Lord, receivd 
the Revelation ab ipſo Filio, qui in noviſimis Temporibus 
: viſibilis & paſſibilis eft fadtus; from the Son himſelf, h 
l in the laſt Times was made vifible and paſſible. III add 
but one Paſſage more from this Book, c. 41: There 
75 but one God, who is above every Name that is 
med, & hwyus Verbum, | naturaliter quidem inviſibile, 
5 viſibiiè m 


\ 


* 


1 ha E C 92 ) 7 5 i he Meat 
 Difibilem palpabilem in bominibus fatum, & uſyue ad 5 
mortem deſcendiſſe; and bis V. 5 which naturally in- * 
deed is invi ſible, but was made viſible and tangibile a: Dua: 
mong ft Men, and condeſcended even to Death, Laſtly, 

T. F. c. 18, He tells us that he has ſhewn at large, 


| e. Verbum Dei incarnatum ſufpenſum eff 1 Lignum, and, 


that the Word of God being made Fleſh, was hanged upon I 08! 
the Croſs. And again; Caro fat#um eff Verbum, & pe- 200 
pendit ſuper lignum ; The Word was made Fleſh, and bang- 22 
,, TS 0, 11 
To theſe and many other Places in Irenais, let me “ D 
= a Paſſage or two from Fuffin Martyr) Dial. cum 655 
* Trypbo. p. 331. Where, ſpeaking concerning Chriſt's 
Agony, he ſays, dn tid\@uty 671 o areTYE Tov £0uTE tov 


xa} e Toros nol See Ng yeyortror fi huxs be: _ 
ESNyTW. x Uh NeyOuts OTt tweives, TY Its vide y, our Ne 
avſexnuCdrelo Tav yevourvor x, ovuCxieviov dure? $; That 775 


we might know that the Father vill d bis don really to 
undergo theſe Sj rigs for us; and that we ſlaud not the 


ſay, that He being the Son of God, was not actually ſen- 1 
ſible of thoſe Things which were done unto him. Again, 748 | 


Pp. 336, The Nations would repent when they heard ur- 
eu See oi avlev rx r Noyov the Apaſtles preach 1 . 
bow the Word ſuffered. l. dg 2s 
From theſe Paſſages it abundantly appears, that dent 
Irenens's Opinion, (whether true or erroneous, I Uo not 
No #1quire, ) was extremely different from Dr Bennet's; Fe) 
And that the meaning of Irenans in the fingle Paſſage ; 
cited from him by the Dr, and fo much relied on, 1s Pu 
not that the Word was quieſcent, while the Man ſuffered, || *® 
| conſidered as two diſtinct {gents or Perſons ; but that (in to 
| the ſame manner of ſpeaking. as; of a King diſguiſed P. 
| under the Habit of a Poor Man, it may rightly be feet 
\ ſaid, that in ſome Caſes the Poor Man concealed: the 1 12 
King, and, in other Caſes, the King ſhone through the * 
Door Man, ſpeaking ſtill not of Two Perſons, but of One : 
ada nd the fame; So) in ſome Caſes The Word acquieſced 3 3 
and was concealed by the Man. and in other Caſes The 80 
Man was made victorious by the Word, This, any one 1 
| | reads 


ee eee 
reads Irenaus s Works, will ſee to be evidently his 
Meaning: And it quite deſtroys the Doctor's Notion 
of . „ . 
And here I cannot, by the way, but propoſe it as a 
©uere, Whether in St John's firſt Epiſtle there be not 
many. Places (about Feſus being the ſame with Of 
and, Feſus Chrift's coming in the Hleſh,) which ought to be 


compared with and interpreted by theſe ancient Wri- 
ters? And whether the words, 4&s 26,-23, vn 


6 xe1s6; which we render, Chrift ſhou'd ſuffer; do not 
more properly 1ignity, Chrift becoming or being made 


_ paſſble ? But to proceed. 


Does not the whole Tenor of Scripture ſhow, that 
the Perſon who præexiſted, was at his Incarnation 
e ge, really humbled, acquieſced, ſubmitted to ſuch 
and ſuch Acts in this State of the Fleſh ; and not that 
there was ſuch a Quieſcence or Abſence, as is inconſi- 
ſtent with perſonal Union? For, What is a perſonal 
Union, that never once in his whole Life at all affects 
the Perſon. IG 

The Objections which Dr Bennet, has here raisd, 
are in reality very inconſiderable, and receive an eaſy 
Anſwer upon the Principles maintain'd by the Anti- 


Quie ſcent during our Saviour a Miniſtry, — then the Eſ- 
ſential Wiſdom. and Power of the Word muſt haue bien 


_ Ents. As Firſt; If the Word (ſays he) was not 125 


imparted to, and exercisd by and throngb, the Man Chriſt 


Feſus, p. 129. I reply; there was no Neceſſity that the 
eſſential Wiſdom of the Word before the Incarnation;ſhould 
be the very ſame in the Man Chan Jeb : For St 
Paul plainly r him, in his State o Himiliatien. 
to have deveſted himſelf of the uοοπ 5. So 2dly. 
5. 140, How cou d an Angel flrengthen him, — or admini- 
 fter relief to him? Or how cou'd his own indwelling Word 
fail him? ibid. I anſwer; The Ford did not fail 
him, but »5vxote, ſubmitted, acquieſced: And an An- 
gel might ſtrengthen him who was now in that State 
of Humiliation made à little lower than the Angels. 


3dly ' Con'd the *. ord, whois eſſentially ſuperior to 
WE EL, 7. $I 
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> all created Being vbatſpever, the Maker and Former q an, 


ull things,” be Tempted like unto ns? p. 14, 15, 129. Tfhim di 


85 reply; It pleaſed him thus to fulfil all Righteonfrefs, 
being found in faſhion as a Man, and 5 the form of a Her. 
vant, Athly; Dom could the Holy Spirit, which is not 
Juperior to the Word, be ſaid to lead and even to drive 


mie Word into the Wilderneſs? p. 135. I anſwer: In 


That State wherein our Lord was made a little lower 
han the Angels, tis no abſurdity to,ſuppoſe him under 
the Conduct and Guidance of the Holy Spirit. 5thly, 

Vas be that made all Creatures, given np by God into the 

Hands of bis own Creatures; p. 141? I anſwer: St 


3 F Fohn aſſures us, the World was made by him, and the 


World knew him not; He came unto his own, and bi: 


own vecerved bim not. And, God, ſaith the Apoſtlef 


St. Paul, Rom. 8, 3 2, ſpared not bis own Son, but delivered 
Him up for us all, And indeed, Why is it harder to on- 
beive that God ſhould deliver up bim by whom he cre- 
ed all things, than that he ſhon'd give up bim who, 
according to Dr Bemet's own Scheme, did in all 
. other things perſonate God, and was k worpy der in 
the form of God © For certainly this implies no leis a 
"Superiority, than it does to have been inſtrumental in 


the creating of the World. And indeed This Conde- 


Teenfion it was, This Willingneſs to leave fo glorious 


n State, and to be delivered up for us all; that St Faul 
te batically ſtiles The Myſtery of Godlimeſs. 6thly, if B 
mh 


cend t 
with t 
raging. 
tempts, 
Days, 
Man li 
9.134 
ven ul 
in all 
to his 


ord was not quieſcem, then is the Hiſſory of our and F 

Saviour's Agony (ſays Dr Bennet) a Scene of mere Gri- Nahe, 
ate — and a Train of falſe Appearances, p. 143. I Pid i 
reply; Tis not a laudable Cuſtom for Men to exprefs 3 if, 
themſelves after this manner concerning the Scripture, | Ha? 

| Whenever not interpreted according, to their Own JÞas ſt 
Sebemes. But, to paſs this by; it might much more Humil 
veuſbnably be ſtiled *a Train of falſe "Appearances, ac- ſus of 
cording to Dr B's Scheme: For here is an Union off 


Perſons, without any Ferſenal Union; The Word 


united for no End, and to no, Uſe + United to a 


6 Man, 


wer of Main; but all the 
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al in / 
nde- 


iou 
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5. Ii him during all his Conflicts, but letting Angels d 


) 55 
while quieſcent ; never once aſſiſtin 

dend to miniſter unto him, leaving him to contend 
with the Devil, and, by a ſtrange Quieſcence, encox- 
raging the Devil's Procedure, and inviting bim to freſh At- 
tempts, by perſonating, for the Space of no leſs than forty 
Days, what in reality he neither was nor con d be, viz, a 
Man liable to thoſe Temptations which the Devil} offered, 
p. 134. Is not this as hard a Suppoſition as any, e- 
ven upon Dr. B's Scheme; that the God- Man ſhould 
in all Difficulties be left to his Human Nature alone, 
to his weak part, and never be -affiſted by his ffronger 
Part, even when the weaker Nature was overburdened? 


Laſtly ; Dr Bennet asks, How con d a Man united to 


the Word, poſtbly be in a lower Degree of Glory and 
Happineſs than the Angels? I reply: What is there 
more impoſſible in this condeſcenſion of a ſuperiour Be- 
ng, than in a præexiſting Soul's emptying itſelf, and 
becoming ev aogpi νν in the form of a Servant, 
who before was ſo great and glorious as to appear tv 
Hoe dex and ico bt, in the form of God, and as God? 
Indeed This (as I before obſerved) is the true Myſtery 
wer 2 5 1 ad 7 1 was 
ani feſted by the Fleſh ſof Chrift, | juſtiſed by the Spirit, 
een 75 Angels, preached A 40 Oaks believed 1 in 
the World, received with Glory. This is that manifold. 
Viſdom of God, now made known unto the Principalities 
and Powers in Heavenly Places ; which before was the 
Myſtery which from the beginning of the World bad been 
bid in God, who created all things by Feſus Chriſt, Ep. 


3; | - 10. 4 f . 5 

Coop thus confidered what this Learned Author 
has ſuggeſted concerning the State of our Saviour's | 
Humiliation, I ſhall next conſider the Account he gives 


s of his Exaltation. 
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e xt 
Of Chriſt's State Exaltation. 


6 HE different States which our Bleſſed Saviour was 


in before, during, and after his Incarnaion, have 
frequently given Men occaſion to ſpeak of him as of 
Two different Perſons: And herein they have explain- 
ed themſelves according to the reſpective Notions 
they came prepoſſeſs d wit 
The Reyerend Dr Bennet abſolutely divided Chriſt 
Into Two Perſons in his State of Humiliation : And 
he has done the fame in conſidering his, Exaltat/on, 
What has been the Conſequence in each of theſe re- 
ſpects, will appear preſently. EE th 
Firſt, He repreſents our Saviour, as highly dagnified 
by being made Fleh. The Apoſtle, ſays he, might well 
oppoſe our Saviour when he was at bis Incarnation united 
to the Word, and become the Son of God, and appoint: 
ed Heir of all things, (and thereby dignified abovs all cre- 


ated Beings,) even to bimſelf when e. only as God's | 


Angel. Since the whole ſtreſs of what the Apoſtle 
Jays, lies upon the Dignity of the Perſon empowered to alt 
and govern ; tis certain that the Dignity conferr d upon 
72 5 10 4 4575 at yu 155 f bajo * him in that 
te pelt as diſferent from himſelf before that Dignity was 
cbhnferr d, as if two diſtindt Beings had been 1 5 F 
65. And again; Ever ſince the Word was made Rep 
the Dignity of our Saviour's Perſon has been greater thai 
that of any of bis own Creatures, p. 144. But now the 
 Scripture-Repre ſentation of this Matter, is juſt the re- 
| — Our Saviour was fo far from being dignified at 
his Incarnation, that he is repreſented as then becom- 
ing poor, as having left the Form of God, as having 

| emp- 
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ee for Humility, becauſe Chriſt humbled bimſclf, 


SAS * 


Secondly: He allerts, that The Man | Jeſus | only, wad 
capable of, aud did enjoy the Reward, p. 8 1. And a- 
wk I have demonſtrated (ſays he) that the Human 
Vature alone, ds rewarded, p. 87, And p. 82, The 
Divine Nature, (viz, of Chriſt,) never was exalted. But 
here, as I have already ſhewn, the Scriptures never 
Ouce make any ſuch Diviſom of his Perſon ; nor do 
they ever ſay, that Fudgment is given to That Part 
bf bm which is, (but to Him becauſe He is) the Son of 


Man. 


The Grand Principle, which this Learned Writer 
had in his Thoughts, and which led him into all his 
other Notions, was, that The Word is The very Gol. 
When this was once eſtabliſhed, tas rightly thence 
inferr d, that The Word cant be exalted by the utmoſt 
Honour the Creatures can pay, or by the nobleſf Idea they 
can frame of him: —— That bis Divine Nature i efſen- 
tially ſuperior to, aud confequently not capable of, nor does 
participate That Change of Condition, which his Exalta- 
tion has made with reſpect to bis Human Nature, p. 29. 
That bis Divine Nature as every whit as great and glo- 
rious before the Creation, as tbe moſt magnificent Scripture* 
Deſcription of Chrift's preſent Exaltation ſuppoſes him to be, 
p. 37. Nay, this Suppoſit ion will indeedjuſtify thoſe 

Cs oe 


Queſtions, p. 38 Was the Very God exalted thereby? E IN of a 
it nat Blaſphemy to ſuppoſe it? Aud why could not the tere 
very God be thereby exalted ? Even becauſe be is by Na. Wo 
ture Superior to the whole Creation, But then this Prin- App 
ciple ought firſt to have been demonſlated; or elſe De. bas 
monſtratious about the Humane Nature of Chriſt; p. 87, ſ Met 
may be no better than mere Sophiſms. In ſhort, the I quire 
Scriptures give us a different Repreſentation of our I cane 
Saviour; That he was humbled by his Incarnation, and Men 
was afterwards bighly exalted as the Keward of his Sut- I !*!gi 
ferings. They do not tell us that Chriſt (whom they dn 
always ſpeak of as One Perſon) was as highly exalted I lle 
before, as after his Reſurrection; but that, becauſe he , R 
emptied himſelf as he did, and ſuffered as he did, Hine 
therefore God bath given him a Name which is above e: God 1 
very Name, that at the Name of Feſus every Knee ſhould I be is 5 
bow; And that every Tongue ſhould 7 that Je. Relig 
ſus Chriſt is Lord, to the Glory of God the Father; Phil. Bis pai 
2; 9, TO, II. . . 925 
From the Drs Principle, tis indeed a juſt Inference, I to be 
that The Word never was exalted, p. 82. But on the God, 
other hand the Scriptures are clear, that He by ral 
whom God made all Things, He who was the Tall the 
Inſtrument of his Father in the Work of Creation, 187, 
and was wont to appear & woody Jes as God's Re F 
preſentative ; yet had not a Kingdom and Judgment Found 
and Dominion Then committed to him, that all Men ference 
Pond honour him as they honour the Father : But after wi 
bis Snfferings and Death it was, that all Power was given | 
bim in Heaven and in Farth, and that this Hymn wasJand th; 
ſang unto him, Worthy is the Lamb that was ſlain, toll 
receive Power, and Riches, and Wiſdom, and Honour, andſto 
Glory, and Bleſſing, Rev. 5, 11. e 
As Dr Bennet has conſtantly made Chriſt to be Two di Tather: 
ſtinct Perſons, fo he imagines two diſtinct kinds of religiou Now 
Worſhip to be given to Chriſt, anſwerable to the CirÞ®7ptur 
cumſtances of each Perſon ; The One paid him as Aaſfftlint in 
_ Exalted, as appointed of God to be. a Prince and LoPorſhip's 


ve e- 


Father as Supreme Lor. 
Novo barely to have the Title l N 

ho iptural Fondation of his Worſhip. Nor is there any 
{Hint in Scripture, (p. 186, 187, 188,) that Chrift was 
1p-r/hip'd on account of God's having by Him created alf 


of all; and, in this exalted Station; our Mediator aud biz 
terceſſor, p. 24, and hereafter to be our Judge. This 
Worſhip (it feems) is paid to him by the Will, 
Appointment and Command of God; or, as the Dr 
has expreſsd it, p. 29, To bim that is at preſent our 
Mediator, and Hall bereafter be our Judge, we. are res 
quired to give Religious Adoration. And again; Be. 
tanſe the Son of Man bath Authority to execute Judge 
ment, Therefore be is thereby conſtituted the Otye2 of 
religions Adoration, ibid. In p. 221 tis thus: In Conſe- 
quence of this Mediatorial Government, the Perſon of ous 
bleſſed Saviour (be being God-Man) ts as truly an Objet 
Sai 50 Adoration, as the Perſon of an Earthly 
Fince is the Obje# of Civil Honour. P. 69, tis thus: 
God the Father has conferr d ſuch Dignity on bim, that 
he it nom become Lord of the Creation, and the Object of 
Religious Worſhip. The Other Worſhip (he ſuppoſes) 
is paid to him as the ber) God; ſupreme, Original, and 
confounded entirely with that of the Father. Chriſt 1s 
to be honour'd as God, becauſe the Word is The very 
God, and has the metaphyſical Eſence or Subſtahce and 
ſtrat Attributes of the Seltexiſtent Being, p. 261. And 
all the Doctors Reaſoning about Worſhip, in p. 186, 
187, 188, is founded entirely upon This 
or this Latter ſort of Worſhip, there is no manner of 
Foundation in Scripture, unleſs merely by way of Ins 
ference from hence, that Chriſt is calld God (not 5 Se 
with the Article; but purely +; a Diſtinction which 
the Ancient Greek Fathers have inſifted on frequently; 


end that by or through Him all Things are declared to 


have been created. For I muft obferve, that Rev. 6 


nao, which this Learned Author has applied as dire&- 


ed to Chrift, p. 25 ;, is not directed to him, but to the 
of ge be, is not the 


93 Thing, 
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Things : Much leſs, that he was ever worſhipped (p. 


261) as ſel f. exiſtent Let any one examine the Texts 
* wherein, Worſhip is given to Chriſt ; and he will al- 
ways find it Given 1 commanded on Account of his 
being the Lamb ſlain; given, becauſe he ſubmitted him- 
felt in the manner he did, and Loved ns, and waſhed us 
from our Sins in his own Blood; but never once upon 
account of his having created us. Whence ſhou d this 
ariſe, unleſs it be that Chriſt was only the Inſtrument of 
the Father in creating us, and that 'twas not for bis 
own Pleaſure, but his Father's, that we were made? 
The Father is in Scripture often prais'd on this Account, 
becauſe he commanded, and all things were created. 
The Son, by (or Through) whom were all things made 
that were made; is never once, on this Account, Wor- 
ſhip'd throughout the New Teſtament, in which is 
revealed to us the Creation of all Things by the ord, 
. This can only be accounted for, I think, by. ſaying 
with the Scriptures concerning the Father; Thon art 
wor thy, O Lord, to receive Glory, and Honour, and Fon. 
er; For thou baft created all things 25 by the Word, 
and for Thy Pleaſure they Are, and were created; Rev, 
Nor can I recolle& Any Objection againſt this, but 
what is compriz d in theſe Words of Dr B. p. 187, 
Do we ever find a Diſftintion made, even in the Scri 
tures of the New Teffament, between the Two Gods, tht 
One. Supreme, and the Other Subordinate ; the One Self 
_ exiſtent. the other Derived? I anſwer: Do we ever not 
find a Diſtinction made between the One God, and the 
One Lord? St. Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, fays; To Us there i 
but one God, the Father, of wbom [et &, from whom 
are all things, and we to him; and One Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
y whom [i 8, thro whom] are all things, and we by 
him. Again, Eph. 4; 4. 5; 6, One Spirit, One Lord, 
One God and Father of All. And The Mord is by St. 


7 obn ſo manifeſtly diſtinguiſhed from the God, u es, 
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fapnd,} with whom, preſent with whom, he was; that 
I cannot but be amazed at this Objection : Which 
evidently has nothing at all in it, but merely the 
Confuſion ariſing from his Uſe of that anſcriptural 
Expreſſion, Two Gods; inſtead of the Scripture-lan- 
guage, One God, and One Lord; or One God, and 
One in whom the Name or Authority of That God is. 
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GRP. 
Of the Unity of GOD. 


HE chief Difficulty in the ſeveral Hypotheſes 
1 concerning the Trinity, has been ſo to treat af 
the Three Perſons, as to ſecure the Unity of God; 
and ſo to ſecure the Unity, as not to deftroy the 
Trinity. Now Dr Benet underſtands the Unity of 
God to be a Perſonal Unity, p. 231; as Dr Clarke 
does. He acknowledges alſo This One God, to be the 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, p. 168, 169, 176, 
177, 178; as Dr Clarke does, The only Ditterence 
betwixt them here, is, how Chriſt is alſo ſtiled (in 
one or two places of the New Teſtament,) God. Dr 
Bennet affirms, that tis becauſe the N, The Word, 
who was incarnate, was himſelf the ¶ ſame intelligent 
Agent, the ſame Perſon, p. 231, as the] Father: Which 
preſerves indeed the Unity of God; but then in its 
evident conſequence, it reduces Chriſt in reality to a 
nere Man; and both deſtroys the Doctrine of the Tranity, 


Dr Clarke on the other hand thinks, that Chriſt is 
ſtiled God and Lord, upon account of that Dignuy 
which is founded in his being inveſted by the Father 
with divine Authority in Heaven and in Earth; 
r bene H 3 1 


. (1020) OS 
Which is not at all inconſiſtent with the Father's be- 
ing abſolutely The One God and The One Lord. 
Againſt this, Dr Bennet has objected ſeveral Things, 
Fu, The Word, God, (he ſays) conflantly denotes the 
Being himſelf, who is called God; and not What that Be- 
wg, who is called God, is indued or inveſted with, or what 

deb e or ins z SSS. 
1 reply. 1/. I am furprized this learned Author did 


not endeavour to account for that common Form of 


Expreſſon | Our God, the Irne God, the God 
of Heaven, and the * in all Languages, (which 
Dr Clarke takes notice of, and which Dr. Fennet him- 
{elf has quoted, p. 176, which takes away this Ob- 
jection entirely. I will lay it before him in Dr. 
Clarke's Words. The Word beòs, God, bas in Scripture 
aud in all Books of Morality and Religion, a Rela- 


-- * tive Signification; and not, as in metaphy ſical Books, 


an Abſolute owe: As is evident from the relative 
t. Ter n, which in Moral Tritmgs may always be joined 
* with it. For Inflance : In the ſame manner as we ſay, 
my Father, my King, and the like; 1 it is proper alſa 
*toſay, my God, the God of Iſrael, the God of the 
Univerſe, and the like: Which Words are expreſſoe of 
Dominion and Government. But in the metaphy- 
* fieal Fay, it cannot be ſaid, my Infinite Subſtance, the 
* mfimite Subſtanee of Iſrael, or the like.“ Anſwer to the 
A. of ſeme Conſiderations, p. 284. What can be the 
reaſon that the Term God, admits of ſuch Conſtruction; 
and yet the Terms Fnfiite, Perfect, Eternal Subſtance, 
will not? Theſe Words, tis certain, denata the Being 
bimfelf who is call d God, as much as this learned Au- 
thor conceives the Term God to do; and yet no one 
ever faid, my Þ:finite. or my Frfedt, or my. Eternal Sub- 
Fance, inſtead of my God, -24!y. Let him try his-No-- 
tion in the Terms King or Lord; whether they do not 


fignify bat the Perſon is inveſted with, or what he 


- poſſeſſes and enjoys. . 3dly. When Aagiftrates, or Angels, 
are ſtiled Gods; does it not relate to that Power and 
VVV Authority 
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Authority they are  invefted with ?. Or does the Term 


God, There too, denote the Being himſelf; tho the 
ſame Men, when they are not Magiſtrates, are not 
call d Gods; and conſequently the ſame Perſon who 
once was a God, might, upon laying down his Office, 
ceaſe to be ſtiled God?  athly. When an Angel [pake 
in the Name of God in the Old Teſtament, was he not 
calld, on That account, God? Not, ſurely, as denoti 
the Being, but the Authority and Power he was 3 
to be inveſted with. And what is there impoſlible, 
or unconceivable, in its being applied in the ſame man- 
ner in the New Teſtament, to him to whom All Fower 
is given in Heaven and in Earth? Laſtly; If the 
Term God always denotes the metaphyſical Being of 
him who is call'd God, and the Scriptures declare that 
there is but One God; then it will follow, that all 
they into whom the Word of God came, and who are cal- 
led Gods, John 10, 35, miiſt be the One Supream ſelt- 
exiſtent Being. But the Doctor objects 
Secondly ; That thoughOne Perſon be allowed to De- 
nve from another, yet if it be a Derivation of all re- 
qnfite drome Perfetions, except Self- exiſtence itſelf, which 
1s now ſuppoſed not to be included, they would Both of them 
beſtill equally Gods; _— even as, amongſt our ſelves, 
a Father and bis Son are "equally Men, p. 184. - 

I reply, I/. This whole Argument depends upon 
the Truth of what I have juſt now refuted ; that the 
Term God, denotes always metaphyfically The Being, 
the Subfance it ſelf, and not What that Being or Sub- 
ſtance is ieſted with. Now one Subſtance may poſ- 
ſibly be derived from another, and yet not each have 
the ſame Powers. 200 Fhouph, among Us, a Father 
and Son are equally Men, yet it does not at all follow 
that they have equal Authority or Power. 2dly, A Son 
amongſt Men, does not indeed at all derive from his 
Father: His Father is merely an I1ſtrument in the 
Hands of God. But the Doctor proceeds to object, 2 
zah; That * 0 "TY 

: 1 4 | ut 


Fd 


8 : < 194 90 . 
1 but One God, c.) were made to ſuch Perſons,as eitber pro- 
j ed, or at leaſt actually lived amongſt thoſe wbo did proy 

feſs a Parality of Gods, tho they allowed a Subordination 
of the One to the Other, and that there was but One Au- 
thority amongſt them all; p. 1 79. Wherefore, when ws 
are told in expreſſions directed to dach Perſons, and in Such 
Cineumſlances, that there is but One Goc; we muſt under. 
ard but One God in Number, viz. but One Being who i; 
God, p. 189. The Apoſtles never diſtinguiſh upon the 
Matter, they do not ſo much as once inform us, that tho 
there be one Supreme, yet there is another Subordinate 
„ 181.1895. ord 
The ſtrength of this Objection as I before obſerved) 
lies entirely in the fallacious and umſcriptural manner 
of expreſſing it. The Anſwer is very plain, and ur 
ged Ly St Faul expreſly in 1 Cor. 8; 4, 6: (which 
the Dr himiſelf cites, p. 191; Ve know that there 1: 
none other God but one: For tho' there be that are cal- 
led Gods, whether in Heaven or in Earth, (as there be 
Gods many, and Lords many) yet to Us there is but One 
God, the Father, OF whom are all. things and we to 
bim; And One Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, By whom are all 
thirgs, and we by him The Heathens had many Falſ: 
Gdds. Idol, either not real Beings, or Beings that bad 
no Powers over Mankind; and conſequently in the 
religious ſenſe, were, as St Faul tells us, Nothing. In 
Oppoſition to 3 Vie have, ſays the Apoſtle, One 
| _ God, the Father; and One Lord, Feſus Chriſt ; whom 
he diſfingniſbes from each other, by, declaring the 
Firft to” be the Perſon ef 5% From whom are all 
.. Thrsgs, apd the Second to be Him d'i & Thro who are 
all things. But 2dly. Becauſe the Heathens allowed a Plu- 
rality af imaginary Gods or Mediators, in Subordina- 
tion to one Supreme; is this an Argument why God, 
if he thinks fit, ſhould not realh give all Power in 
Heapen and Earth to his only begotten Son? The 


- 
* 


Leripture expreſsly aſſures us, that he ha ſo ex- 
Alted his Son who ſuffered for us; and it teaches us 
| * a e | * * 8 R 47 3 ; upon 


4 : 1 


er and B 
into the 
 Lafth 
princ7pa 
umeric. 
quently, 
ter land 
cal Uni 
that th 
Numbe 
Anthor 
Other. 

ture,). 

a Hume 
If ſuch 

ſgrify, 


Autho 


ccnt11 
For 1: 
Dr Cl, 
mer ic. 
where 
lert © 
verſe 
when 
baue 
decla 
Mme! 


17 1 


* ” 


pon that Account to aſcribe Glory and Honour and Po u. 
or and Ble ſing to him that ſitteth upon the Throne, an d 
into the Lamb for ever and ever. 
Laſtiy: This Reverend Author objects, and tis his 
inc ipal Argument; that Dr Clarke makes not at all a 
mmerical Unity of GOD, but only one Authority. Conſe- 
quently, ſays he, p. 178, Ton (Dr Cl.) would have us um- 
derſtand the ſeveral Paſſages before recited, not of a numeri- 
the cal Unity of Being, but of an Unity of Authority; that is, | 
tho. ¶ that the Scriptmres do permit us to believe that there are im 
late ¶ Number more Gods than one, — tho there is hut one 
I Authority in them, communicated from the One to the 
red) I Other, Again; The Unity aſcribed to God (in Scrip- 
er WI ture,) 45 moſt manifeſtly not an Unity of Authority, but 
urr Na numerical Unity of Being; pag. 178, 179. Again; 
Hh Phraſes as theſe, There is but one God, night 
re 3 fprify, in Spight of common Senſe, there is an Unity of 
Authority in diverſe diffin® Gods, ſubordinate the 
e be One to the Other; yet the ſeveral Declarations before re- 
One N cited, | beſides me there is no God, &c.] do flatly— 
e to aſſert a numerical Unity of God, p. 179. Again; bow 
all vas it poſſible — to teach us more clearly — the numerical 
Falſe Unity of God? R. 180% 1a: +5 9 1 
bad 1. I cannot here forbear lamenting the Caſe of ſuch 
| the as happen not to write according to the vulgarly re- 
ceiv d Tenets, be they what they will; They are 
One centinually liable to be fo *frangely En: les Hoy 
For is it not The very Defipn, the Aim and Purport of 
the Dr Clarke's Whole Book, expreſly to maintain the Nu- 
all ner ical Unity of God? Or is there any one Place in it. 
n ae where he doth not do it? Does he not every where aſ- 
Flu fert One Monarch, as well as One Authority, in the Uni- 
ina: verſe? Can this Learned Author then be in garneſt 
God, when he infers, 7 178, | Gonſequently Dr Clarke would 
the Paſſages before recited | viz : ſuch as 


er in bave us under ſtan 


The declare that there is but One God, p. 197,] not of a 

x 1merical Unity of Being, but of an Unity of Authori- 

es us ty? Is it not highly unreaſonable and abſurd to _— 
r | | we 
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nch a Conſequence, from his laying down this Principle, lan 


that There it bit One Monarchy in the Univerſe? Dr 


Bennet, in the very Page where he draws this mon. 
ſtrous Conſequence, grants that when there is a Subordina- 
tion of Governors in a Monarchy, there is but one Autho- 
rity in them all, original in the Monarch, and derivative Ii 


zu the inferior Magiſtrates: p. 178. Now tis no more 
zaft to infer, that, according to Dr Clarke's Notions, 


there are more Gods than One; than it wou'd be in this 


other Caſe to infer, that there are more Monarchs than 
One. To aſſert that the Father is abſolutely The One 


God, and yer that the Son, exerciſing the Father's Au- 
thonity, may alſo rightly be ſtiled God; is not to in- 
troduce Two Principles; any more than ſaying that the 


ſupreme Magiſtrate is our Governor, and the ſubordi- 
nate Magiſtrate alſo our Governor, is to deſtroy the 
Monareby of a ſingle Governor. Mh, H 


u D- Los, et- d νοτπτ mari %. e e. 


pe ον,unese, In av Tis ond Dear bs Umor TS uporTEVT XC: 
As when One King reigns, and his Image is every where car- 
ried about his Dominions, 10 one in bis Senſes wound ſay 
there were two Kings. Euſeb. Eccles. Theol, I, 2. c 23. 


Or, to take a more proper Argument from the ſame 


Author: He ſays, &M* qoojy, pu do undo s 
6a20)0 wore, o'o digxos d, nol a ue 
is IE0THTQ- ExTeonig n dee Tunuv, as, rds VT - 
ue ej; ajfermnte Is, TS. e vis é ws jagary- 
Avr, wich Ag HON ns haorateyio TE ot aTlher i; 
But you are afraid, left acknowledging two diftin& Sub- 
ſiſtences, you: ould introduce to Principles, and give 
up the divine Monarchy : Learn therefore, that there be- 
z One God, ſelf-orzginated: and underived; and ths Son 
being begotten: of bim; there will be but One Principle, 
One Monarcby aud Kingdom: And preſently after; 
eh 0 Sr ds cite d Sve, Y reg d 0 UmoSHORG 7 
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„ 
mulvnv: Euſeb. Eccles. Theolog. I. 2. c. 5; | There fs 
no Neceſity, that be who acknowledges Two diſtinct Sub- 


Iſnencies ſponld make Two Gods: For we do not teach 
at they are to bave equal Honour paid them, nor that 
Both are ſelf-originated and underived ; but that Ons 
Ia underived and ſelf- originated, and the Other derived 


and bas the Father for bis Principle. But 
2. May not all Dr Bennet's own Words, in all the 


Places now referred to, be retorted a&vro\+fer upon 
Ikimſelf? He afferts, p, 191, that it may moft Juftly be 


affirmed of the Man Chrift Jeſus, that in him dwelleth all 


Ide Fullneſs of the Godhead. And ; the Man Chrift Fe- 


u, does aQuallyexertiſe Sc nr the Dominion of God, 
anmple Manner, as God's Vicege- 
rent in hi Kingdom of the Creation, p. 172. He af: 
ſerts, that the Man Chrift Jeſus was exalted to be 4 
Prince ; | that he is made Lord, even Lord of all, that 
ns, Cover nour of the whole Creation, p. 23. He has all 
Power in Heaven and Earth committed to him, p. 26,29, 
149 ; and in Conſequence of this, immediately after bis 
Exaltation, began bis ſpiritual Reign as 1 

the very God, p. 26. He was enabled to beſtow Ble\- 
ſings upon his Church, p. 25. And Doctor Bennet af- 
ſerts to him a ſubordinate and mediatorial Worſhip, to be 
paid to him by the Vill, Appointment and Command 
of the Father, p. 24, 29, 69, 221. Now, is not a Per- 
ſonwho is poſſeſt of all theſe Powers, and made the Ob- 
ject of religious Worſnip; Is not ſuch a Perſon (I ſay) 
a5 much what Dr Bent calls a ſubordinate God, as te 
higheſt poſſible ſuperior Being, who has theſe Proper- 
ties given him from the Father, can be? There is no 
Difference in any Circumſtance that J can perceive; 
which can here make any Diſtinction. What if the 
Man; Chriſt Jeſus, rectiv's theſe Powers ſeventeen hun- 


ded Tears ago? Or any ſuperiour Being had recero'sd 


them ſeventeen Hundred Millions of Years ago, or 
even from Eternity? ftill, if he receib d ſuch N 
FEE 4 
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But to preſs this Argument yet further. Tis ſaid 
Exod. 34, 14, Thou ſhalt worſhip no other God; For 


the Lord, whoſe Name is jeal us, is a jealous God. And. 


Matt. 4, 10, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and 
bim only ſhalt thu ſerve. Now, according to Dr Ben. 


net s Scheme, to bim that is at preſent our Mediator, ani] 


Hall bereafter be our Fudge, that is, to the Man Chriſt 


Jeſus, we are required to give religious Adoration, p. 29; 


nay, ſubordinate and mediatorial Worſhip, by the il, 


Appomtment and Command of Another; ſuch Worſhip 
as cannot poſhbly be paid to God; p. 29, 69, 221, 
Now how can theſe be reconciled'? Or wili the Lord, 
whoſe Name is jealous, impart this Honour to Anather} 
If it be faid that he may, and has imparted a ſubor- 

dinate Worſhip to Chriſt Jeſus, as the Scriptures evi- 
dently ſhow ; 4. e. to the Man Chrift Jeſus, in Dr Ber- 
net s Scheme; then here are in Reality Two Beings, the 
Objects of religious Worſnip; the One Supream, the 


Otber Subordinate, i. e. Two Gods, altogether as 


much in Dr Bennet s as in Dr Clarke;s Scheme, If this 
be folved by the Supremacy of the Father, appointing 


and commanding Werſnhip to his Son; this Solution ] 


will equally remove all Difficulties in Dr Clarke's 
Scheme, The Unity aſcribed to God in Holy Writ is mant- 
Feh- a numerical Unity of Being ; a numerical Unity (as 
Dr RB. owns) of intelligent Being or Perſon : And hence 
Worſhip to be paid, is juſtly inferr'd to belong to but 
One Perſon; becauſe tis ſaid, Him only ſhalt thou ſerve. 
If this Inferenc be juſt, then paying any religious 


Worſhip to the Man Chrift cannot be accounted for, 


but either by aſſerting the Man Chrift to be the ſame. 
individual Being with the Father, (which is abſurd; 
and if it were never fo poſſible, yet it would avail 

nothing, becauſe in that Caſe the Worſhip could not 


be Mediatorial but Supreme ; ) or elſe it muſt be by the 


Son. 


Command of God, requiring us to worſhip his 0 
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Now t 
- Ban Ur 
ds Dr 
the ve 


has he 


the Sc 
ſame 
hard 
fign c 
is ou 
tellzge 


whac} 


4 
| ; on * . 9 : 18 * __ 3 WT 9 * n * n 
* . . : a 
: * | - 
200%) 


Now this Latter is reſolving the Unity of God, into 


an Unity of Authority, Power, Will, Conſent, as much 


rdinateflgs Dr Clarke has done; and conſequently is liable to all 
Ihe very ſame Objections, which this learned Writer 
s ſaidflhas here ſtarted againſt that other Scheme. 2 
r | SEE „ 5 | | 
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| Al As the Reverend Dr Bennet has entertained a No- 
rſhip tion about the Vord, inconſiſtent with what 
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the Scriptures have taught us concerning bim; ſo the 
ſame original Error has led him into as ſtrange and 
hard Opinions concerning the Holy Ghoſt. The De- 
fign of his 13th-ch: is to prove, that the Holy GhoſF 
is one and the ſame Being | ray, the ſame individual in- 
telligent Agent or Fer ſon] with the ſelf-exiftent God, For 
which Notion he argues but from two Places of Scrip- 
ture, viz. 1 Cor. 2; Io, II. and Lake 1; 32, 35. 
His Notion he thus expreſſes, p. 199, 262, 263 
That the Spirit of God is as much That God whoſe Spi- 
nt be is, as the Spirit of a Man is that Man in whom 
tis: And that when God is bonoured, the Holy Spirit 
ts honoured ; even as, when a Man is bonoured, his 
Spirit. is honoured, which i; the ſame PERSON 
with himſelf. That is to ſay; The Spirit of God the 
Father Almighty, is as much That God the Father 
Almighty, as the Spirit of a Man is the Man. The 
only Text here relied: on, is, 1 Cor. 2; 10, 11, For the 
Spirit ſearcheth all Things, yea, the deep Things of God: 
For, what Man fb, the Things «4 a Man, ſavethe 
Spirit of Man which is in him? Even ſo the Things of 
God, knoweth (Sd ele] none, but the Spit of God. Up- 
on this I beg leave only to obſerve, /, that if Dr 
Bennet 's Expolition of this Text be the true one, * 
ox * 8 | 5 the 
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the Holy Ghoſt is not any Thing elſe but the F 1 
ther Almighty; and conſequently we have no Trinii Phoſt 
but a Duality at moſt; God the Fatber, and his Sobt Lu 
the Man Jeſus Chriſt. 2. The Queſtion is, whethafſhbe H. 
this ſingle Text be figurative, and all the other plainand 
Texts which ſpeak of the Holy Ghoſt as a Perſon tber 
be literal; Or whether This only be literal, and alhf G 
the others figurative. 3. The plain Meaning of thihaculo: 
Text, I think, is as follows: “ God has revealed tofſto be 
© us ' Apoſtles] y the Holy Ghoſt, whatever relate once 
** to the Goſpel-State : For, the Spirit throughly unſſ{true ; 

de derſtands all the deep Myfteries of the Goſpel nd 
which have been kept ſecret ſince the World began ſtood 
were! 


Kom. 16. 25.] For, what Man knows the Deſigns 
* of a Man, except He himſelf who'purpoſes to bring 
ie them about; much leſs can any Man know with- 
cout Revelation, the ſecret Deſigns of God. But 
'< the Spirit of God knoweth his Deſigns; even That 

E << Spirit whom we have received, — that we might know the 
B Things that are freely given to us of God. This! 
i think is the plain Context: And the Alteration of the 
* Phraſeology by St. Paul, evidently ſhews that he did 
3 not deſign ſuch a Senſe as Dr Bennet has put upon 
| "theſe Words. When he ſpeaks of the Spirit of Mar 
- He ſays, the Spirit of Man wer du which is u Trutl 
bim; But of the Spirit of God he uſes not the ſame Com. 
Phraſe, but calls him directly T0 we Ts Ses th his ve 

Spirit of God, and, in the next Verſe, 1 tu 78 6ison of 

| which cometh'or is ſent forth from Gold. (wher 
a The Other Text is handled, p. 200 - 202. Andi teralh 
tte Argument thence drawn is this. The Angel told tbiſ that 
Vigin, — that her Son ſhould be call d the Son of the High- ¶ cordis 

eſt. and the Son of God, 1. e. the Son of the ſelfexiſfeuſ Chr:/t 
Being, — becauſe the Holy Ghoſt begat him. God waiſſthat i 

the immediate Father of the Man Chrift Feſus; i. e. Ihe p 
He begat him not bythe mediate Operation of a Being dif I when | 
ferent from bimſelf, (For in that Senſe he isas much your F. traor- 

ther or mine,) but by bis op immediate Ad p. 201. , to lay 
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the Fill. 1 anſiver 1f,, Chriſt was conceived by the Holy 
Trinii Phoſt who is expreſly called, in this very Text of 
his Sat Luke, ch. 1, 35, not, the Higbeſt, but; the Power of 
hethaſhbe Higheſt,) after a Manner immediately miraculous. - 
r plainand tor that Reaſon Chriſt was, (otherwiſe than any. 
Perſon tber Man, ) the Son of God. Adam is ſtiled the Sox. 
and ali God, Luke 3, 38, becauſe made in a mi- 
of thihaculous Manner: Ought not Chriſ much more 
aled tofſko be ſo . upon Account of his miraculous. 
relate Conception? But, 2. If Dr Bennet's Account were 
true; All thoſe Texts which mention the God 
Bind Father of our Lord Feſis Chriſt, muſt be under- 
ſtood concerning the Holy Ghaſt; which yet, I believe, 
were never once ſo underſtood by any Chriſtian Wri- 
ter. For in Dr Bemnet's Notion, The Holy Ghoſt ir- 
St another different Being from the very God, bnt the ve- 
God bimſelf, or the ſelf-exiſtent Being, which is the © 
1 That Father of the Man Chriſt Pat p. 282. Es 
After having produced theſe Reaſons, weak as they 
are, to ſupport his Hypotheſis; Dr B. proceeds to ac- 
of the count for ſeveral Texts, which teach that the Ho- 
he dilly Ghoſt is a different Being (a diſtinct 2 Agent 
5 or Perſon) from God. Theſe He reſolves all into Me- 
an;Mtaphor and Allegory. But yet ſuch is the Force of plain 
b is wif Truth, that after he has made the H. Ghoſt, - the 
 famefl Comforter, to be nothing but an Allegory, yet, in 
5 the his very Explication of the Figure, he loſes the Noti- 
S 6ison of the Figure he is explaining z and ſays, p. 205; 
: (where he would be thought to ſpeak explicitly and li. 
erally the Fain Senſe contained under the Figure, 
chat the Holy Spirit vcuchſafes to ſhed. his Influences, : ace 
ph cording to the Will of the ſelfexiſtent Being; and the Man 
Chrift Jeſus diſpoſes of them, as bis Apoſtles alſo did; 
that ic, the Spirit imparts his Gifts, &c. Again, p. 208, 
i. e. The plain Truth delivered under thoſe Figures, 1s, that 
7-N when God ſpould BY HIS SPIRIT pour forth theſe ex- 
I traordinary.Gifts and Graces, &c. Now this is exactly 
.* to ſay, The plain Truth delivered under theſe Figures, * 
Fe | tg the 
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the 
calls an Allegory or dark Expreſſion,) by Per ſonal Re 


preſentations again. So hard is it to talk of a P-rſolf | 


always as an Attribute or Mode or Juality, or as ano 


ther Perſon diſtinct from whom he really is. The 
plain Truth indeed with Dr Beimet, and what he ought 


JA 


therefc 


to have ſaid, conſiſtent with his Notions. is; That 
when God, even the Father, in his own Perfoit, (not, by 
bis Spirit,) ſhould pgur ont thoſe extraordinary Gifts &c 
Again, p. 200, Ae fays : Whatſocver the Spirit ſhoul 
afterwards ACT or have in Charge, was from Chrift: 
And therefore Chriſt ſays, he ſhall receive of mine, that is, 
He ſhall receive Inſtructions from me. And again; H 
Pall then have that Power and Knowledge entruſted with 
him by me. ibid. Here the Doctor keeps on the Figure, 
in the Explication of the Figure ; whereas (according 
to him) the Senſe plainhj and [eerily is, The Father ſhall 
receive of mine, ſhall receiv? Inftrutions from, and be 
be mtruſfted by Chriſt. But this is plainly to c , radi 
the Seriptural Repreſentations of the Holy Glioſt, 
which declare Him to be ſein by Chriſt, and to aQ as 
from him, and not to ſpeak of himſelf , But they never 
once intimate that ths Father is ſent by Chriſt, nor 
can it be true that the Father won'd ut ſpeał of b\mfilf. 
He | the Spirit | ſhall not ſpeak of himſelf, but whatſoever 
be ſhall hear, that ſhall he ſpeak, ſays our Saviour: That 
7s, fays Dr B. He ſhall fa:thfully diſcharge the Office of 
God's Meſſenger unto you, p. 207. If this be an A Lego. 
7y in the Evangelift, then, to ſpeak conſſſtently, the 
plain Truth is; God the Father Almighty ſhall faithful 
diſth arge the Office of God's || i. e. his own | Meſſenger to 
jou,” Such Expoſitions are ſo much more obſcure than 
the Allegories themſelves, that one may juſtly con- 
&lade the whole to be a meer Fiction, only to cover 
the Nakedneſs of an Hypotheſis. N 
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the Jang] Figure fill. For this learned Author explain 5 
ſonal Repreſentations of Scripture (which hq 
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SHARE XIV: 
O Divine Worſhip, 


ſoul LI. Speculation is of no other Uſe, thai as it di: 


- Wand 


rects our Practice, and teaches us how to 4, 
perform our Duties. The firft Conſideration 
therefore, which ought to arife in every ſerious Man's 
Mind, when any Notion is ſtarted 4 is, what. Influ* 


ence it will have upon Pradice, and how far its Ef - 


fects will reach in that Reſpect. As to Speculations a- 
bout the Trinity, were it not for the Fradtices apt to a- 
nſe from them, (which, if Men could have been cönten- 


y ted with the plain Commandments of God, would be 
IVI, wecdleſs ;) I fee no great harm there would be 

in one Scheme more than in another, nor what real De- 
I triment Chriſtianity wou'd receive. The real Miſchief 


ariſes wholly from the Practices, which Men, in Con- 
ſequence of their reſpective Schemes, are apt very need- 
lefly-to introdtice ; And this only, is what makes it 
worth the while, for every one who has Chriftianity 
ſincerely at Heart, to bear his Teſtimony againſt what 
he ccnpeives erroneous, and to plead for the true Scrip- 
ture-Tranity, . „ | | 
Jo conſider therefore what Influence Dr Bejnet's Nos 
tion has upon Prafice, and what Dr Clarke's has; 
25 very much affiſt us in determining the Points in 
„„ fa %% ⁵ TS 
By the Law « f Nature, God is to be worſhipped On- 
ly, and in the ſimpleſ Manner; with a ready Mind, 


and a pure Heart. By the fr/f Commandment, the ume I 


Law is confirmed in the Old Teſtament ; Thou ſalt, 
have no other Gods but me + And otir Saviour has repeated 
the ſame in the New * by telling us that d 


8 


3 K 
he 
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true Mor ſbippers ſhall worſhip the Father in Spirit ann Had 
Truth, John 4, 23; and by enjoyning us, when y reſerv 
pray, to ſay, Our Father which art in Heaven, &c. None ne 
But then it will be asked; Has our Saviour added 
thing to natural Religion in Point of Vorſbip? Ori 
Chhriſtianity, in this Reſpect, mere natural Religion! 
_ anſwer: Chriſt has plainly commanded us in the Gli 
ſpel, to ask the Father in HIS Name. hat ſoever, n 
dur bleſſed Saviour, ye ſhall ask in MIT Name, that vill 
F do, that the Father may be glorified in the Son: If 
hall ask any Thing in my Name, I will do it, John 14 
13, 14: And again; John 16, 23, Verih, verih, 
ſay unto you, whatſoever ye ſhall ask the Father in H 
Name, he will give it you. And, left any one ſnoui 
Miſtake this plain Precept, tis repeated in the v 
next Words, Hitberto have ye asked nothing in my Nan; 
ask, and ye ſhall receive, that your Foy may be full, ver. wu 
And as it is in Prayers, ſo we find the ſame Meth 
uſed in relation to Praiſes. Natural Religion teach 
us to offer up the Sacrifice of Praiſe to God; to aſcrieſ 
to bim the Glory due, as to the Lord and Father of I ion © 
all. Great is the Lord, andgreatly to be praiſed , is tle Norſhi 
Voice of Reaſon. And thereto alſo conſents Revelatin hat K 
Moſes juſtly declares to the People of Iſrael, Du bat 4: 
10; 20, 21, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God,. — ver 
is thy Praiſe. When our Saviour appeared on Earth, au here ſ 
redee med us to God by bis Blood, Rev. 5, 9, we het Wa 
this additional Inſtruction, that we muſt now aſcrib ty. 
unto God Glory in the Church, by Chriſt Feſus through that 
all Ages, Eph. 3, 21. And the Author to the Helren It D 
ch. 13. 15, has given us the ſame Direction, By bn eaſon 
let us offer the Sacrifice of Praiſe to God continually. All Pbligat 
unto our Saviour himſelf, upon Account of his kf 


entur 


bring 


deeming us; even unts bim that loved us, and waſv:0uip" Hin 
from our Sins in bi: own Blood, and bath made us A dire 

aud Priefts into God and bis Father; to Him muſt ali (ace 
upon this Account be aſcribed Glory and Dominion fas no 


gent a 


had chis Simplicity of the divine Worſhip been always 
reſerved, diſterent ſpeculatius Opinions cou d have 
7 lone no Harm. All Chriſtians could and wou d have 
Woined together with one Heart and one Mouth to glo- | 
ify God, becauſe this Manner of Worſhip is right 
nd ſafe upon all Hypotheſes: And the Groundworks 


f Schiſms being taken away entirely, an Uniformit 
Con ouſt neceſſarily have been obſerved. But in the Font 
i entury, upon the prevailing of certain metaphyfical 
N pinions, the ament Forms ot Divine Worſhip and the 
I oxologies were by Degrees changed: Which became 


e Cauſe of great Confuſions. | | 
Jo examine now Dr Clarke's Scheme and Dr Fen- 
W's, by theif reſpective [nfluenceson Prafice, 

If DrClarke's Scheme be right, it ſeems to follow 
om thence, that All Worſhip. ought to be directed to 
be Father, to the Father thro'-Chrift : excepting only, 
hat ſuch Worſhip may be paid to Chriſt as Mediator, 
which Dr Benet allo allows,) tor which we have ex- 
i reſs Warrant from Examples in Scripture. The Reve- 
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f rion of St John, affords us ſeveral Inftances of this 
ste orſhip paid to Chriſt. Nay we are expreſly told, 
ain hat Kind, and what Degree of Worſhip, and upon 
Det, bat Account tis to be paid to him. See Dr Clarke's 


Inſwer to the Author of ſome Confideratious, p. 240. 


aul here ſeems not indeed, in His Scheme, to be ſuffici- 
hart Warrant for Prayer to the Holy Ghoſt, or to the 
cri nit): Nor do the Scriptures afford us any Examples 
* If Dr Bennet's Scheme be right, He has as much 
y bi eaſon (at leaſt) as Dr Clarke, to deſire; and as mich 


bligation, to exhort and to preſs thoſe in Power, 


is bring back the Forms of divine Worſhip to the anti - 
eln t © imitive Standard, and wiexceptionable Manner 
Mu directing Prayers to the Father thro? Jeſus Chriſt. 
allo er (according to Dr Bennet) the 25107, the Word, be- 
1 {as no Ferſon diſtinct from the Father, no intelligent 


zent at all; and it being evident in common Senſe, 
11 | that 


nead of That SOMETHING, which (whatever it 
) the Doctor is clear is nat an intelligent Agent. It 


al Wherefore unavoidably leads the People to Pradlices, 
| Which (if His Notion be true) cannot but be juſtly li- 
tor ble to too great Suſpicion even of 7dolatrous Miſtake; 
r, rrying Men to an Uncertainty, whether the Object of 
7 by heir Worſhip, In ſome Caſes, be a Reality, or only 2 


Were abſtraf Notion or imaginary. Denomination. - 
Ido not ſee, ſuppoſing this learned Author's Noti- 
Wn to be true, how he can defire the Contimuance of ſuch 
nn,, as thus lead Men needleſly into ſo dangerous 
ohe Profice. Neither the Word, nor the Spirit, as ſuch, 
abt at all to be adored in Dr Bennet's Scheme; nor 
ache T11mity- be worſhipped (according to His No- 
on) with any greater Propriety, than a Man can be 
refed. to, firft by ſpeaking to his whole Perſon, and 
een dividing and ſubdividing him into Parts, and ad- 
oa emng to thoſe Parts diſtinctly, and then joyning 
eether all the Parts by one General Term, and ad- 
eſſing again to That. There is, in this, ſomething 
very unnatural, that in Dr Bennet's Scheme, even 
is U ch more than in Dr Clarke's, every ſincere Chriſti 
ani ought to deſire and preſs for a Remedy. | 
neu cannot conclude this Chapter better, than with 
ne particular Paſſages out of Dr Clarkes Scripture- 
ine; which ſhew us, I think, (with all Deference 
Humility T am ſure I ſpeak it,) the only true 
ay either of preventing Diſputes of this Kind, or 
dring them harmleſs. 1 | 
, ui were much to be wiſhed, ſays he, that the moſt Anti- 
om (of Publick Prayers) might always be pre- 
. Aud that particularly in This Part of the Liturgy, 
etter e Litany, ] (as Care bas already been taken in al- 
at TON” all otber Parts of it,) for the avoiding all doubtful and 


s the ed Notions, for preventing Miſt wider flandings of hard 
o 4e among ſt the Vulgar, and for perfe# Unexceptiona- 


ok neſs of Expreſions wherein all are to join; That natu- 
dimplicity, which (aſter the Example of Scripture) 
4 | 1 : ; 


3 Wa; 


ther Conſiderations, have in this Matter agreed with then 


Saviour Feſus Chriſt, for the Heavenly Aſſſtance of th 
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was uſed in the Primitive Charch, ( ſo far as appears in thi WM - ; 
Remains of thoſe Times,) of directing ſolemn publick Pran Wl fan 
uniformly to the Perſon of the Father, in the Name ad he 
tho the Mediation of the Son; by the Aſſiſtance and min Wi vay 
tie Direction and Influence of the Holy Spirit, (pray Wi pp 
ig in the Holy Ghoſt, as the Apoſtle expreſſes it, us ena 
20,) had been conſtantly retained; rather than that Form Wi th: 1 


compoſed in the later and diſputaceous Ages of the Church 
ſhould have been introduced. Many of the moſt eminent of 
the firft Reformers were of that Opinion; and the moſtcot 
fiderate Perſons in all I imes, who have been' diſpoſed i 
prefer Peace and Charity in-the Church of God before 6 


P. 459, 460. The Direction given by our Own 
Church in the Office for Ordaining of Frieſts, is ven 
remarkable to this Purpoſe: That you will contimuſ 
E pray to God the Father, by the Mediation of our ol 


/ toy 97 (o 
He then produces the Teſtimony: of Mr. Hales, wi 
has ſhewn, That, were all publick Forms of Servid þ 
. framed, as that they admitted of no particular private 0 
pinions, but contained only ſuch Things in which'all Ciny 
ans do agree; Schiſms upon Matter of Opinion, vai 
utterly vaniſh, That if we confidered of all the Litug 
that are or ever have been, and removed from them wilt 
ſoever is offenſive to any; the Event wou'd be, that 
publick Service and Honour of God wou'd no va 
——— That Prayer, Confeſion, Thankſgiving, Readn 
Scripture, and Adminiſtration of Sacraments in the plu 
eſt and ſimpleſt manner, are matter ſufficient to con 
Ae Form of ere. 
Alfter this, he adds a Citation from the judicim 
Bradford, containing a Declaration of his on | 
the greateſt Simplicity and plameſs in Publick Form, "oh 
a Teſtimony of the ingenious Author of the Hiſo 
 Montaniſm, tothe ſame Purpoſe, 


1 6 o 8 
— a — 5 * * 
- * * S 


Al 


* 


5 1190 2 
Laſtly, I beg leave to refer my Reader to what the 


I 

nn WE fame Worthy Perſon has alledged, p. 470, c. Where 
id. he has ſhown, I think indiſputably; that the Beft 
in vy of ſuppreſſing Hereſies, wou d have been, not to haue 
or WR 07p2/ed unſcriptural Expreſions with others contrary and 
6 WY equally unſeriptural, but to have required Men ta forbear 


the Uſe of ſuch unſcriptural Expreſtions, as at any time 


ſuppreſſed the growing Schiſms, ——1ot by adding any 
hing to the Rule of Scripture, but by holding their Adver- 
aries ftritly to that Rule, they had much better conſulted 
he general Intereſt of Chriſtianity, and in great mea- 
ure prevented — thoſe Animoſities —— which hate 
been ſo great a Diſbonour to the Name of Chriſtians, - In 
KConfirmation of which Opinion, the Doctor has cited 
nſebins, Conſtantine the Great, Chillingworth, and 
Mr. Hales, And Dr. Bennet, (as I before obſerved,) 
y the true and evident Conſequences of his Own Opi- 
ion, is obliged, even much more than any of Theſe, 


„e rneſtly to deſire the ſame thing. | 
ice 1 5 N | . 5 ; 


vir „HA P.-XY; 
Of Subſcriptions 70 Articles. 8 
Had not concern's my ſelf with this Point, had 
not that ReFerend Gentleman, whoſe Notions I 


e been conſidering, gone out of his way in à re- 
able Manner, to urge this Topick to Dr. Clarke, 


to declare his Perſuaſion that Dr. Cl. wil not venture 
don pat bis Subſcription. | If he ſhould, he thinks it 
— Id be ſach a Colluſion, p. 265, and ſo much Gail 
57 Id attend it, as he trembles to think of. I cant, 


$ he to Dr. CI.) but earneſtly intreat jou to do what 
e 572 OY Io. 29: HER 151 ie, | 


leave Offence. — Had They Thoſe in Power,] ſays he, 
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| lies in your Power, in the moſt publick Manner, for pre: 
_ pentpng ſuch an Interpretation of our Liturgy, as m, | 
Jear, neceſſarily lay waſt the Conſciences of the Comphen, 


ſubſcribe again or no, I know not. But I cannot for 
bear asking, / bat is That Interpretation of all Publick 


the whole. and the only Rule of Truth in Matters of 
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To this 1 reply 1 That, Whether Pr Clan ke would 


Forms, which Dr. Clarke has contended for? Is it n 
to make the Scripture Alone, not only the Rule, but 


Religion? Introduction, p. 5. 
But the Chnrcb.of England's Notions, in ſome Par 


ticulars. ſeem to be diFerent from the Senſe which Doe tom 
tor Ciar ke has put upon its Words, I reply, 1. How mer: 


muſt this be made appear? By an Induction of partir repu 


cular Paſſages, there are 186 Places wherein our pub lowe: 
lick Forms are clearly on his Side, and 27 only which there 
ſeem to differ from him. Muſt then the ſmaller Numb as th 
he reconciled to the greater? Or on the contrary, nu admi 
the Yer Number and the more modern Phraſes be ty putai 
Standard of Doctrine, and the Rule of interpreting obſer 
the more Antiem Phraſes and the larger Number? 20% to /u 
| 2 B. grants, that we are to believe what our Gm Clark 
Profeſſes, not becauſe She profeſſes it, but becauſe the Hi ſelf h 
Ay Scriptures do teach it, p. 264. And *tis agreed on gener 
Hands, that Humane Forms are always ſubſcribed i plica 
pot as a Rule of Faith, but as humane, fallible, al Nay « 
temporary Deciſions, which every Man ought conti Har! 
| ally to examine upon what Foundation of Script for ff 
and Reaſon they are built. Muft not eyery 0 ling, 
therefore, who pretends to any other Religign thank Mat 
Fery, take Humane and modern Forms of Expreſi! of th 


- ſuch Senſe only, as is conſiſtent with what to Hin Cees 
pe ars tobe the Do&rine of Scripture ? Either it mul and 
lone This Way, or it can 10 Way be lawful ford Com 
Man ever to joyn in any public Forms at all. tin 
Suppoſe Dr Clarke, (which I am wholly i206 Mice 

1 Whether he vill, or no, ſhould ever "TY 10 m th 


8 Ent! e 
rintion, yet be, of all Men, could leaſt be charged 
ith (ollaſon, becauſe he has declared publickly his 

Opinions upon this Matter, 4. Will Dr Bennet aver, 
that Subſcription implies a thorough Approbation and 
Acknowledgment of the Truth of every Sentence in 

the Articles, Liturgy, and Homihes, in the Senſe of 
the Compoſers of thoſe publick Forms? Or is there 
not allowed a great Latitude? If ſuch a Strictneſs be 

underſtood, as to tie up Subſcribers to every Interpretati- 
on of Scripture, and to every Notion in the publick 
Forms, in the Senſe of the Compoſers ; and All are 

guilty of Collufon, who ſubſcribe upon another Bot- 

tom; I will venture to ſay, that the greateſt Church- 
men are herein equallycondemned, with thoſe who are 
reputed the moſt Heretical. If ſome Latitude be al- 
lowed; then I woud fain know, if in any Point 
there be ſeven Times as many Paſſages for an Opinion 
as there are againſt it, why may not a Subſcription be 
admitted, (though I approve it not,) without the Im- 
| putation of Perfidionſneſs and Collufion ? 5. I cannot but 
obſerve, that Dr Bennet has altogether as little\Reaſon 
to ſubſcribe the Declaration of 4ſſent and Conſent, as Dr 
Clarke, ſuppoſing Dr Bennet Charge to be good; he him- 
ſelf having (L think) departed much farther from what is 
generally eſteemed the Doctrine of the Church. His Ex- 
plication of the Calvinifical Articles into Arminianifm, 
nay citing at large Arminius himſelf to ſliew 1 

Harmony between our Chu ch and that Author, (Directions 
for ſtudying, Kc. p. 95 — 99,) is ſomething ſurpri- 
ſing, in a Gentleman that is ſo nice with Others in the 
Matter of Subſcriptions. His Account of the Proceſſon 
of the Holy Ghoſt, in his Comment on the Athanaſian 
Creed; is as remote as can be, both from the Fulgar 
and nal Senſe, and from the evident Meaning of the 
Compiler. Nay, he does not ſcruple'to charge the La- 
tin Churches with the Interpolation of Filiog; in the 
Nicene, and thinks it probable that they did the fame 
in the Athanafian Creed; Dire#ions 8c, p. 66. Not- 

N withſtanding 


1 . . 122 » 

withſtanding this, Dr Bennet can without any Diffical. 
ty ſubſcribe the Articles, nay profeſſes his Opinion 
that % owr Subſcription to the Articles we profeſs 
our Belief of every Propoſition contain d in the ſa 
Articles: ibid. p. 150. In this preſent Book, he is 
_ openly agamſt the Nicene 0c0sng- Confubſantial, (as 
is evident from Bp. Bull's Account of that Word; 
and he means by 5.495nG- in the Nicene Creed, the 
very thing which the Antients meant to condemn, 
vx. Tu νονο Or g He is againſt the 
Son's being vt; iu , God of God, begotten of the Fa- 
ther before all Worlds; and makes him to be nothing 
but the Father himſelf dwelling in the Man Jeſus, 
He 1sagainſt the Son's being any ur ον Subſitence or 
Perſon or intelligent Agent at all, as clearly as Words 
can expreſs it. Now notwithſtanding all this, yet 
this Gentleman. who thinks it would be Colluſſon in 
Dr Clarke to ſubſcribe again, can himſelf without 
any ſcruple at all ſubſcribe, So eaſy a Matter is it to 


blame Another, and to acquit our ſelves, 6. In what 


Senſe is it, that Dr Bennet ſubſcribes the Articles in 


the Caſes before mentioned? Is it, that his Notions 


ere exactly the ſame with the Notions of the Compi- 
lers of the Articles? Or is it, that he thinks the Arti- 
cles are capable of bis Senſe ? He allows (in his Direc- 
tons, &c, p. 52,) that a Man may ſubſcribe to the 
3d Article in a Senſe very different from that in which 
it was umderſtood by the greater Part of that Convocation 
_ which paſſed the Article it ſelf. Nay, pleads that this 
may be done very honeſtly in That Gaſe. May the 
fame Liberty be taken in any other publick Form of 
#ords, or not? If it may, then Where would be 
the Fault of ſubſcribing in Dr Clarke's Senſe, more 
than in Dr Bennet's; which is notoriouſly as remote 
from the Common Notions, as any Scheme whatever? 


Tah, and to conclade; Dr Bennet, as well as Dr 


(lar le, has (I think) all the Reaſon in the World to ſay 


of Articles, what the Bp. of Bangor (p. 5oth of his 
e Anſwer 


I | 
Anſwer to the Committee) ſays about Auother Act of 
Parliament : © Who gives the more ffucere Proofs of bis 
Cocern for Religion and the Glory of God? He who 
pleads for amending Things that have not formerly 
been ſufficiently conſidered ? or He who wonld appear 
to contend earneſtly forthe Contimance of that Burden, 
mer which many good Men, as I have underſtood, have 


long groaned 2 
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LETTER 


Written to the late Reverend 


R. M. 
2 * | 12e 
SIR, | 
ROM the Letters you have publiſhed,. 
which you acknowledge had paſſed be- 
? geen Dr Cl, and Ion in the way of 
Pivate Correſpondence only; any one 
may eaſily perceive the Dr was very 
unwilling to enter into Controverſy with you 
upon the Subject you propoſed ; judging (as I 
Puppoſe) that he had clearly enough. explained 
ps Opinion concerning thoſe Matters, in what 
Ihe had already publiſhed. For which Reaſon, 
it appears he thought it ſufficient (in private 
Letters,) to point out to you very briefly, (as to 
Pn intelligent and ftudious Perſon,) the Heads of 
an Anſwer to every Part of your Objection; and 
oat he declined (as needleſs) the drawing out a 


onſide 


Four P 


The 
nd w. 
hole 5 
our Pre 
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are 1. 
whon 
do or 
And 
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(128) 
Reply at large, after what he had before ſo fil 
ly written. With which if you were not ſath 
fied ; All who know his Temper, will belien 
it was no Uneaſineſs to Him to permit you t 
enjoy your on Opinion, as He deſired to d 


Your printing thoſe ſhort Letters of Hi 
| (which ſeem to have heen written by him l 
Confidence as to a private Friend,) with ya 
own large and ſtudied Replies; without g 
ving him (as you plainly confeſs} the la 
Hint of your having any ſuch Intention, 
though you had deſigned for about two Tears (u 
you declare, Pref. pag. 11) to publiſh your A. 
gument; is what (I am perſwaded) you woull 
have thought ſomewhat blameab!e in another pe. 
ſon and in another Cauſe; as ſeeming to ſhoi 
too great a Deſire of catching at Little Advar 
tages in the Manner of repreſenting Things, and 
not depending wholly on the fair Strength d 
Reaſon and Argument. ff 
Nevertheleſs, brief as thoſe Letters were; 
aw no Reaſon to doubt, upon my firſt readmy 
of them, but that, to ſuch as had already fi 
died the Scriptures, they would ſuggeſt a cla 
and ſufficient Anſwer to every Part of yalt 
Objection. But perceiving Since, that Som 
_ Perſons (whoſe Judgment I cannot but have! 
great Regard to, though I am much ſurprized i 


it,) are of another Opinion; and that the orſh: 
ſeem to think there is 1 5 5 New and of by Co 
al Veigbt in the Argument you have offered; I 
and they have accordingly recommended au : orſhi 
Book with ſome Earneſtneſs, as likely to gy Tom t 
full Satisfaction in the Point; I ſhall ender f n fro 
vour to ſhew you very diſtinctly, When u one 
your Argument ſeems to One who has carl _ 
ee, 6 6 © 


onſidered it, (and has no Prejudice againſt 
Tour Perſon,) to be altogether inconcluſive. 


The Argument, upon which alone you inſiſt, 

nd which is indeed the Subſtance of your 
Whole Pook, you thus ſummi up. Pap. 16th of 
pur Preface : © The Scripture- Argument which 
follows in theſe Papers, is, that the ſupreme 
independent Being - has declared, that there 


are no other Beings, inferior or dependent, to 
whom divine Titles, Attributes or Worſhip, 
do or ought to belong, or to be aſcribed : 
And by Conſequence, that the Son of God 
(to whom it is confeſſed that divine Titles, 
Attributes, and Worſhip, do belong,) is in- 


deed a diſtindt Perſon from the Father and the 
Holy Ghoſt in the ſame Eſſence; but is not 


| another Being, but of one and the ſame ? 


meaning worosnGg- individual | © Subſtance with 


the Father and the Holy Ghoſt.” 
And again, p. 14th. of your Book » My 
Scripture- Argument againſt this | Dr C's] 


Doctrine, is: That the One eternal Almigh- 
ty God, 6 mevrouodTwr, declares; and tlie 


Writers inſpired by Him, declare; that 
there is no other diftin& Being, befides, with, 
lite or after Him, to whom ſuch divine Pow- 


ers 5 pere above mentioned; | © Attributes, 


or Titles belong; or to whom ſuch Divine 
Worſhip is at any Time to be given: And 
by Conſequence, that the Son of. God, to 
whom Sterne and divine Attributes and 
Worſhip do belong, is not a diſtindt Being 
from the one eteral God ; but adiftint Per- 
ſon from the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, 
in one and the ſame ” | individual, ſo you 


quently expreſs it,] © eternal Eſſence : The 
One eternal God being not one Perſon, but. 
K 


Yee 


+ 
"a 


. 
by Three” Perſons | three Per 4 only, yog' 
| ſhould ſay, (according to — Notien) u. 
Perſons, in one Suhſlante or Eſſence. 
And pag. 18. There may be G50 ſay) in 
** the divine Eſſence, Alius * & Alins; and 
pet not l Y 


went \ 


Your Argument therefore, in Form, tank 
n. 8 | 
1. God has declared in Scripture, that ther 
No other Being, beſides, with, like or afte 
Him; to whom divine Powers, Attributes, or Ti 
tles belong; or to whom divine Worſhip is at fame 07 
Time to be given. | And this you prove by nw 
merous Texts of Scripture. ] _ 
2. But, to the Son of God, divine Attrilun 
and Worſhip do belong; even the very ſame, an l. 
long to the Father. [ This, you apprehend t 
be confeſſed. ] _ 
3. Therefore (you conclude) the Son of Gol 
15 * a diſtinct Being from the» One ſupreil 
= ä AE | | 3 
Conſequently, he muſt (you think,) be a diſting 
Perſon | a diſtinct Perſona you ſhould only lap} 
from the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, (raum 
in one and the ſame individual Eſſence; 


I cannot but wonder any reaſonable Mi 
ſhould imagine there is any thing like aW 
ſequence in this Argument. However, WF" 
you ſeem really and ſincerely not to ſee wi 
the Veafneſt of it lies, I will endeavour to 
it you, by deſiring you to compare your 4 


"ws wr of th 

Rb vidual 

8 IVV . . ne 8 Pari . 

- .* Trenavs, on the contrary, expreſſes the Cacholick ng (11 
dition thus: Unum eundemg; © emnium Deum FAVES Te, th 


laudantium, & nen Alium atq; Alium. lib, 2. cap. 


Fr” 


e e 
ment with the following one; Which 1 believe 
you yourſelf will readily confeſs, vot to be con- 
chfve; And yet if you can ſhow that it has 
not exact the ſame Conc l five ne / as yours, I ſhall 
then be ſatisfled that the Dr is fully contuted 
y you in this whole Queſtion, W 


1. God has declared in Scripture, that there is 
Do other; abſolutely/and without any Manner of 
ception) No Other ; No Other 1n any Senſe 


us Alius, No Other PERSON, either of the 
ame or of any other Eſſence, either in the ſame 
in any other Subſtance, beſides, with, like or 
ter Him; to whom divine Powers, Attributes, 
ſr Titles belong; or to whom divine Worſhip is at 
hy Time to be given. This Propofition is pro- 
ed by every one of the ſame Texts, by which 
ur firſt Propoſition is proved. | 
2. But, to the Son of God, Divine Attributes, 
Vorſbip, do belong; even the very ſame (you 
ppoſe) as belong to the Father. 3 
3. Therefore the Son of God, is not at all a di- 
inet PERSON from the One NES God and 
aher of All : But merely another Title of the 
ather bimfelf. | _ | | 
The Concluſſon, is the Doctrine of Socinus, and 
ſome late Writers who (under the Covert of 


fu bol ick Fargon) would willingly paſs for 
> WIthodox : That there is no other Trinity, but 
to 17inity of Names; The one God and Father 
All, the one ſupreme Lord and Gover- 


ur of the Univerſe, the one and the fame 
vidual Agent or real and living Perſon, 
Fung (in different Reſpects) the different 
rn ns, the different Characters or Titles, of 
ber and Son and Holy Ghoſt : And conſe- 

| 2 quently 


whatſoever ; ¶ not only Nullum Aliud, bunt Nul- pag. 18. 


r 


5 quently that Ch i, our Mediator and Redeem 


er, is no other than a mere Man, in whom | 
God the Father dwells, that is, to whom the Alis 
Word or Miſdom or Power of God is united, in bl 
a Manner which cannot poflibly differ but i then 
Degree only, from the Manner of God's due Lor. 
ling in a Great Prophet. For Hypoſtatical Din I G04 
(tis plain) there can be None, if the N), I. 
whom we affirm to be incarnate, be no Hp Wil 4 
is: Unleſs you will fay, that God the Father oy: 
bimſelf was incarnate, and bypoſtatically united BW , iry 


to the Man Chrift Jeſus. 3 lte? 

This Concluſion, (though indeed I ſhould think f= 
it contrary to the fundamental Laws both d 
Nature and Chriſtianity to Hut any Mall De 
who was truly and ſincerely of ſuch an Opin: ns G 


on ʒ) yet Dr Clarke ſuppoſes, and Tou readiy 


ence : 
join with him herein, that it is not agreeable n thr] 
the Doctrine of Scripture. 5 5 orme 
Since therefore you Both agree in denying ti - words 
Concluſion ; you muſt of Neceſſity ſhow fone 2K 
Error in One or the Other of the two Prem Thou 
or Propoſitions, from which That Concha 7 K 
cannot but follow. ; Net 
| att Lo: 

* 7 P l. 
Now the Firſt of the two Propoſitions, Tcl 24h. | 
not poſſibly deny ; becauſe it is theexpreſs A Pſ.8 
tion of every one of thoſe Texts, which you 5 ! Gor 
have alledged in Proof of your own firſt BH -- Zech 
tion. As will appear by repeating the 14 bn — 
themſclves, in the order you have ci Hebrew 
them. . | 7 | | be, hall | 
Ifa. 44, 6. Beſide; | Me, there Is 10 Gi flance or 

ver: 8, J. there any God, bejides Me ? yea, Nane, 
3s No God, I know not any. The Word Me, is Iſa. 4 
nel | i EEE” Ig the Laſt 
= 2 h Ille, That 


. "Ex 


He 


Py CSF - : 
Ila. 45, J. I am the Lord, and there is None 
elſe; Cnot, nullum Aliud, No other Being only; bur, Nultus 


Alia, No Other Perſon; No Other whathhever ; No Other, ab- 
| ſolutely ; either of the Same, or of any other Eſſence I 


there is no God be ſides Me. Ver. 18, I am the 
Lord, and there is None elſe. ver. 22, I am 
God, and there is None elſe ; ¶ von eſt Aline.) 
Ila. 40, 25. To whom then will you lifey Me, 

or ball J be equal? faith the Holy One. [The words 
are all perſonal. } 1 | | 
Ia. 46, 5. To whom will you liken Me, and 
| make Me equal, and compare Me, that we may be 
| like? ver. 9, I am God, and there is None elſe , 
Ian God, and there is None like Me. (The words 
' again are all perſonal. ] | TY | 

Deut. 32, 39, I, aven I, am He; And there is 
no God {Hz does nor lav, except it be in the ſame L. 
ſence; bur abſolutely. There x no Gd] with Me. 8 
"Ifa. 43, 10, Vefore Me there was no God 
formed, neither ſhall there be any aſter Me. {The 
words are ſtill always perſona!.] | Ly 
2 Kings 19, 19, Thou art the Lord God, even 

Thou only. {Tu Solus: Nor, Thou and the other Perſons 
in thy F ſence ; bur, They only.] 

Nehem. 9, 6. Thou, even Thou, (perſonally, } 
art Lord alone. - : 
P. 83, 18, Thou, whoſe Name alone is Jeho- 

vah, [ Perſopally again.) | | 

Pſ. 86, 10, Thou art Great, — Thou [ perfona!ly 
or God ate. | | 
ech. 14, 9. In that day ſhall there be: one Lord, 
(in the Original it is Wain F, 78. %- Jus, 
erit Dominus Unus: Not, there ſhall le one ehovab; tor the 
Hebrew cannot bear That conſtruction : But, ehovab ſhall 
be, ſhall be acknowledged to be, one Nor, Unum, one Sub- 
ſtance or Eſſence only ; bur, Dm, one Perſon 3 And bis 
O65; a4 RENEE ena”, Gn ak 

Iſa. 41, 4. I am the Lord, the Firft and with 
the Laſt ; Iam He: Not, Illud, That Being only; but, 
lite, That Perſon] | eee HIP RE tf 
„„ Ky Iſa. 


* 


5 Iſa, 44, 6, I ani the Firſt, [Not, Primum, the fn 


8 


they would be, altogether as Truly Two (or more) 60d, 


ing, of T 


75 only; but, | Primus, the Firft Perſen,, } And 1 at a 
the Laſt : And beſides Me, (Not only, beſides my S. nge, 
Nane or Eſſence; bur, befides me, perſonally,] there ier is t! 
e,, : ST | ev have | 
I I Kings 8, 39. Thou, eben Thou only, bio- 34 
ef the Heaits of the children of Men. Weed it 
+ Joel 2, 27. Fam the Lord thy God; (Not, th Miſs is a v 
inſinite and pe / ect E Hence or Sub ſtance; but, Thy Supren: Wice, and 
Lord and Governour, The Object of thy morſbip:] and None allt, L] 
This and che like Texts, demonſtratively prove the wad fa. 4 
God to be a perſonal and relative Title; ſignifying, (as rings, t 
Cl, obſerved,) That Supreme Intelligent Agent which o MWrcadet|: 
verns all things. So that when you ſay, pag, 9, that“ wy... ſence 
« the word God, you mean the Divine E Hence or Subſtance, ] 
and not the Perſon whoſe Eſſenoe or Subſtance it is: Ani "04 
ask, pag. 9, Can Dr CE. poſſibly think, that a Supreme Jo 95 


eabens. 
Iſai. / 
one el 
ther Perſ⸗ 
Deut. 
en or 
07 ks, ( 


Intelligent Agent which grverns the World, is a Definition df 
ce the Eſſence of God? and when you affirm, pag. 29, 
that defining God to be © the Supreme Governour of the Uni 
6 verſe, is as it the World were co-erernal with Him: Al 
This is to me very unintelligible Arguing, For though B. 
very Perſon, or Intelligent Agent, muſt needs indeed have 
Subſtance or Eſence; and the Subſtance or Eſſence of Cad, is 
indeed neceſſat ily infinite and perfect; yet the Word, God, i 


Scripture, and in all moral or Theological Writings; the Hoſe: 
word God, I fay, in the religious ſenſe, does not ſignify That , : 
perfect Being contidered as « Sibſtance or Eſſence, (which ö on ſha 
che buſineſs of Metaphyſicks,) bur as The Living Perſon Whoſe NMParour! 
That infinite Eſſence is, aud who governs all thirgs by bis S Subftan 


preme Power. So that though He whois the God of the Uni 
verſe, was indeed, before che Creation of things, the ſame 
Perfect Being he now is; yet he had nar then char relative 
Character, which is che ſignification of the Word God inthe 
Theological ſenſe, or ovy God, or the God and Father of Al: 
Juſt as a Kinę is the ſame Alan, or has the fame Subſtant 
and Eſſence, and the fame natural Powers or Faculsies of 4 
Men, whether his Subjects be ſuppoſed co exiſt or not to ex- 


Iſai. 
de Me, 
ays per jo 
Tai. 
er. 22, 


Deut. 


- ö ag | but That 
iſt ; But his relative Title of King, is always with regard t0 6 ” 
his Gevernmene of Subjects. And were ir poſſible here f 00 
could ſubſiſt in One and the ſame individual Subſtance q. Exo 


Effexce, Two (or more) intelligent Living Perſons or Agent, 


Lore Me 
equally SUPREME, and equally Governing the Univerſe; 


vidual . 
, a | vhatſoey 

ws if cheir Subſtances were diſtinèt. For the being, 1 

8 | | - being 


55 


ing, of Two or More Gods, does not depend upon their 
ice being united or divided, but upon their Dominion 
ing Supreme or not Supreme, One Supreme Gorernour of 
| things, is One Co; and whatever other Perſons exiſt 
ther in the Same or in any Other Subſtance, 10 long as 
ey have No Dominion bur derived from Him, the Unity 
God is ſecure. But M. re Supreme Gore: nows, are Moe 
Ws; and egually fo, whether their Sauce be unitea of 
Sized, if their Power ard Authority be equal'y Supreme. 
his is a very clear and diſtinct Notion 5 ot Grear Impor- 
ace, and highly deſerving your moſt fericus Confideratie 


. Ifai. 44, 24. I am the Lord that maketh all 
s rings, that fretchetb forth the Heavens alone, ani 
. preadeth abroad the Eaith by my felt. Not, by 
* Eſence; but, by my perſenal, inzerent, underived Pon » 


Job 9, 8, Vhich Alone {Solus] ſpreadeth out the 


on of cave 115, 

ai. 45; 6,7. I am the Lord, and there is 
d, one elfe : Not, non eſt Aliud; but, nen ejt Alius, no 
h 1 ther Perſon 30 I form the Light, &c. 

ner Deut. 3, 24. Tor, what God is there in Hea- 
d, is 


nor in Faith, that can do according to Thy 
orks, and according to Thy Might? | 
Hoſea 13, 4. I am the Lord thy God; 


That | . 

ch i bon Halt have no God but Me: For there is no 
hole NPah⁰ονðν beſide Me. [He does nor ſay, beſide my Eſſence 
Dy ' Subſtance, but per ſon (lj, none beſide Me. 

In. 5 


Iſai. 42, 117. I, even I, am the Lord; and be- 


ju de Me, there is uo Saviour, [ The words are {till al. 

ays perſonal, ] 

n the , 7 X | 
fall Lai. 45, 21. There is no God elſe beſide Me. 
lun ver. 22, I am God, and there is None cif. 

45 Deut. 32, 39. Iam He, {nor That Subſtance only, 


but That Perſon, That intelligent Living Agent £4 aud there 


chere 10 God with Me. I kill, and I make Alive. 

ce . Exod. 20, 3. Thou ſhalt bave no other Gods be- 
benen ore Me. [He does not lay, except they be of the ſame In- 
wm Vidual Subfance, but abſolutely, thor ſhalt have no Others 


Warſever.] 


ing K 4 Deut 


o F 
Cd 


_—_— 


4136 
Deut. 6, 4, Hear, O Ifrael; the Lord oy 
God is One Lord. [ According to the Origin 
it is, Wer 6 Seb iu, x0 e-, 655 2846; The Ind 


our Cod, even the Lord, is One: es, One Perſon.) Ne 

Mark 12, 29 32. Feſus anſwered; Th God 
fff of all the Commandments is; hear, O [ral * | 
the Lord our God is one Lord; (The Lord our Gol 
even the bord, is One;] and thou ſhalt love the Lind 77 

thy Cod &c. And the Scribe anſwered, Well, Mu TR 
ter, thou haſt ſaid the Truth; for there is One Gul wh A 
x 755 | 'NOIT. 

and there is none other but He Not, no other tha 

his Suhſtance; bur, perſonally, no other than He] as Ot 
Hai. 42, 8, I am the Lord; That is my Mm G 
and my Glory will I not give to Another. ( Noto the A 
Iv, net to another Subſtance; but abſolutely, not to any Other; (which 
nor ro any other Perſon ; not to any Other, wha rſoever. ] : ( as V. 

Iſai. 45, 22. 1 am God, and there is None elſe, WM God 


—— Unto Me every knee ſhall bow. tively 
Matth. 4, 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord ih diſti 


God, and Him only ſhalt thou ſerve, (He docs ſame o 
fav, his Beirg only, or his Subſtance ; but his Perſon, Hin 
only, ſhalr thou ſerve, ] | 


Theſe are the Texts you cited, and in tit he muff 
ſame Order that you cited them. Now from vida! 
hence moſt palpably appears the Weaknels d Hs 
your Whole Argument. For your Reaſoning iy”” Perſe 


depends entirely upon your dropping the Tri Wy the 
B.opoſition expreſſed in every one of thel ny 0 
Texts, and putting Another Propoſition in it - we 
place. 5 „ on » 
God has declared ( you ſay) in theſe Texts de mor 
that there is no Other Being, to whom H * p 
Attril utes and Worſhip belong: But, to the 5" 4 hgu 
of God (you think) the Attributes and Worſhib = \ 
of the Father do belong: Therefore (you con wy 
clade) the Son of God is not a diſtinct Being * PERSO ; 


„„ 
the Father; but a diſtin& Perſon La Perſona you 


' op 
izind Bi mean only] from the Father, in the ſame indi- 
2 vidual Eſſence. | | 
1 Now, I obſerve, in every One of theſe Texts, 
N Cod expreſiy declares, not, that there is no O- 
"ah ther BEING only; but alſo that, abſo- 
oy lutely and without Exception, there is 10 O- 
1 THER, no other Fur ſon, no Other whatſoever, 
Aly either in the ſame or in any other Subſtance, to 
"Wh hom His Attributes and Worſhip belong: Juſt 
as St Pau ſays, 1 Cor. 8, 5, To us there is but 
1; God, even the Father. Conſequently, if 
xo the Attributes and Worſhip of the FATHER, 
a (Which Worſhip is always perſonal,) do indeed 
„(ss you ſuppoſe) belong alſo to the Son of 
le; Wi God; it follows inevitably and demonſtra- 


tively, that the Son of God can in no ſenſe be 
a diſtinct Perſon from the Father, either in the 
ſame or in any other Eſſence; but that he muſt 
be merely another Name for the Father himſelf. 
He muſt be, not only of the ſame Subſtance.; but 
tie be muſt be He bimfelf, he muſt be that very indi- 
om vida! Perſon, of whom it is ſaid in all your 
d lerts, that Him only. | not, bis Subſtance only, but 
ning bis Perſon only, HIM only] ſhalt thou ſerve. 
I If therefore this Concluſion be not true; but the 
ele Son of God be indeed a true and living Perſon, 
g in diſtinct from the P:rſon of the Father, (which, I 
think, you and Dr Clarke do Both agree to be 
exts, tte more natural Senſe of Scripture.) and not 
His vere Attribute of the Father, perſonated only 
by figurative Speech; Then the fore-going 
hip MI {exts, wherein the Supreme God and Father of 
con- Al declares that his Attributes and Worſhip can- 
rom Wi vot be aſcribed to any other Being, to any other 
che ER SO M to any other abſolutely whatſoever, 


muft 


. 
7 1X. 
. 3 
n 


n 


muſt neceſſarily be underſtood of SUCH Attribue, 
and SUCH Worlhip, as are inſeparably peculiar 
to the Ferfon of the Father; and, not ot SUCH 
Attributes and SUCH Worſhip, as is in the Ney 
Teſtament actually aſcribed to the Perſon of the 
Son, even to Chriſt our Mediatour and Redeemer, | 
To avoid a perfect Contradiction between thoſe i 
Texts on the One hand, wherein the ſupreme Gul | 
and Father of the Univerſe declares that no other 

| Being, no other Perſon, abſolutely no other in x 
ny Senſe whatſoever, (which in every One of 
your own Texts expreſſy deſtroys your Diſtindi. 
on of Being and Perfon,) can have His Worſhip 
paid to him; and thoſe Texts on the Cther hand, 


wherein Worſhip is given to Chriſt; In order (1 iſthe Fa 
ſay) to avoid an expreſs Contradiction between Him ſel 
theſe different Texts; there is no Poſſibility but him; © 


either it muſt be affirmed, that Chriſt is no o- 
ther than the very Per ſon of the Father manifeſt 
ed in the Fleſh, or elſe a Diſtindtion muſt be al- 
lowed in the Worſhip. When God ſays, Thu 
ſhalt worlhip the Lord thy God, and Him ONLT; 
(which our Saviour calls, worſhipping the FA. | 
THER, John 4, 23,) And yet in the New Teſts y ſhow 
ment there is allo Worſhip paid to the Son: Of 
Neceſſity there-muſt be introduced either a Co- 
Fuſion of Ferſons. or a Diſtinqtion of Worſhip. A 
Confuſion of Perſons, you yourſelfdiſallow, though} 
your Argument neceſſarily infers it. A Diftmdr 
on of Worſhip, the Scripture plainly eftabliſhe; 


Donour 1 


ted all l 


when the ſame Perſon who ſays, that Hinſef la the > 
only ſhalt thou Serve; yet gives to another Perſol, Mſeommaz 
Dominion and Glory and a Kingdom, (Dan. 7, 14) {Min to þ 


that all Nations ſhould ſerve him; that his Domini 
on ſhould be an everlaſiing Dominion, and bis Rig 
dom that which ſhould not be deſtroyed. Therefore 
= | 

| Seco 


Cay” 


Second Propoſition, (both in your Argument, 
and in That which tends to prove the Son of God 
ot to be at all a diftin& Perſon from the Father, 
muſt needs be erroneous; viz. that to the Son 
„ God Divine Attributes and Worſhip do belong, 

aen the very SAME as belong to the Fatber. And 
this Notion is indeed fo evidently erroneous, 
that you very wiſely forbear to collect together 
the Texts, upon which you ſuppoſe it to be 
founded, Becauſe all the Texts in Scripture, 


ci WWwhich mention the Powers and Attributes of the 
hib Son of God, always ſpeak cf them as derivative 
and, rom the Father, and ſubordinate to thoſe of 
r (1 the Father: That the Son, can do nothing of 


Hinſelf ; that his having Life in bimſelf, is given 


but bim ; that all Power in Heaven and Earth, is gi- 

oven him, &c. And in all the Texts of Scrip- 
* ture, wherein Worſhip is given to Chriſt; it is 
e ab g 


never mentioned as given to him upon Account 


Th: Wot his Eſſence or Sul ſiance; (for in what Senſe 
Lier He or an Angel is ſaid to have the Name or 
Fd. ¶ Quthority of Fehovab in him, has been frequent- 
cla. Wy ſhown by Dr Cl. andOthers,and I ſnall have Qc- 
ton to confider it preſently:) neither is it ever 
Cor nentioned as given him upon Account of the 
„ A Norlds having been created Through bim: but 
10ugh len are 5 Ao to honour the Sou even as they 
find bonour the Fat er, BECAUSE He bath commat- 
iſles; ited all Fudgment unto the Son, Joh. 5, 22. And 
ſinſef Nr the Name of Feſus every Knee is fag this Reaſon 


erſol, 
ö 9 I 4) 
o- 


emmanded to bow, and every Tongue to confeſs 
pm to be Lord; that thereby may be promoted 
be Glory of God, his Father ; who exalted bim, 


| uy * gave him a Name which is above every Nam? ; 
ere 


hat he ſhould be, 10% 94 as God; that is, ho- 
noured with divine Honour, Phil. 2. 10, 1T, 
P, 6. Nor is there any one Place in the whole 

| | ä 


Secon 


Fg ( 140 ) 
New Teſtament, where Chriſt is worſhi "| JO 
- as |v4oTGy | the Higheſt or Supreme, but as u Texts 
2 ier the Son of the Higbeſt, Luke Script 
22 3 as the Mediator between Man and the r fon's 
God, 1 Tim. 2, 5; that is, as our Advocn: WM Whic! 
with the FATHER, 1 Joh. 2, 1; as be i barely 
wajhed us from our Sins in his own Blood, and hu i to ſet 
made us Kings and Prieſts unto God, even hit Þu 13 
ther, {Tf Oe Kai mxTei vr#: untu bit O in He: 
and Eather,] Rev. I, 63 As the Lumb, who Wis Gboſt 
therefore worthy to receive Glory, becauſe he vali 7bree 
Alain, Rev. 5, 12; as our High Prieſt, who i ſt Text; 
dom at the Right Hand of tbe Throne of Gu only ( 
Heb. 8. 1. and 12. 2. And the Holy G (in hi 
who, according to your Notion, ought confi Kephy 
tyto be invocated in Co-ordination not on bol 
with the Mediator, but even with the Fu 8th ve 
himſelf ; is, on the contrary, in Scripture u 0 NE 
avocated at all by any dire Prayer, nor ever r Bea a 
preſented as fitting on a Throne, or exerciſig t0 all 
Regal Dominion; but the Father is always pray Dor w. 
ed to, and th:nked for, the Gift of the Hi of Any 
Gboft. After which Pattern, the primitiv the fir 
Church, (whoſe Direction and Wordswe ſtill r they w 
tain in the ſolemn Exhor tation in the Office u as not 
5 ordaining of Prieſts,) continually prayed TO O the T 
the Father, BY the Mediation of our only Sariom withot 
Jeſis Chriſt, FOR ibe beavenly A fiftance of ite to be x 
7... A LD ceal fre 
The ſcattered Proofs, alleged by you in di of wha 
rent parts gf your Book, in favour of the oppo genuin 
fte Notion; I ſhall briefly conſider in the Or bas ſc 
der they occur. e the 8 
Def. pag. 3. You mention the ſi primipſi forth, 
Texts, wherein you think your Doctrine is Inuiry 
re@ly revealed. And they are, 1 Job. 5-1 Job. 


Phil. 2. 6. Rom. 9. 5. Job, 10. 30. Tit. 


I; 


Cage). 
12; and 1 Fob. 5. 20. Every one of which 
Texts, the Dr has (I think) clearly ſhown, in his 
Scripture-Do@rme and in his Anſwer to Mr Nel- 
ſon's Friend, to be entirely befide your Purpoſe. 
Which leaſt your Reader ſhould remember, you 
barely enumerate the Texts, and wiſely omit © 
to ſet down the Words themſelves, . 8 
1 Fob. 5. 7. There are Three that bear Record 
| in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Hoiy 
Ghoſt; and theſe Three are One: And there are 
Three that bear Witneſs in Earth, &c. Upon this 
Text; beſides that the Word | Une, | ſignifies 
dnly One Teſtimony; the Dr has ſhown at large, , 
in his Letter to Dr Wells, pag. 42; and in his 
Reply to Mr Nelſon's Friend, pag. 207; ) that the 
whole 7th verſe, and the words Cin £ar:b] in the 
| 8th verſe, have never yet been found in A MI. 
0 NE Greek Manuſcript, (though Dr Mills and 
Bexa and Others, by a Miſtake now well-known 
to all Learned Men, ſuppoſe that they had 
nor were they ever cited in the Genuine Works 
of Any One Greek Father; and accordingly in 
the firſt Engli/h Bibles after the Reformation, 
they were fairly printed in a different Character, 
as not of the ſame Authority with the reſt of 
the Text: Till at length That Diſtindion, 
without any Authority (that I know of,) came 
| to be negleGed. All This, you entirely con- 
cal from your Reader; Though the Evidence 
of what the Dr alleged to prove this Text not 
genuine, was ſuch, as No one © hitherto, 
has ſo much as attempted to weaken. And 
the Spuriouſneſs of that Text, has ſince 
been more diſtinctly and moſt clearly ſet 
orth, in a Pamphlet entituled, A full 
Inury into the Original Authority of That Text, 
1 Joh. 55 7 | | | | 


Phil. 


Pil. 2, 6. Who being in the Forni of Gul 
thougbt it 'ngg Robbery to be equal with God. Th; 
words in the Original are, {Who being in the bung 
Cod, yer did not catch at being (honoured ) as G0; gf 
the Dr has ſhown at large in his Scripture-Dp 
@Frine, pag.176, and in his Reply to 7Ar Nelſoi! 
Friend, pag.,173. Yet This alſo you concedl 
from your Reader; as if the Errours of our Ey. 
1% Tranſlation, ot which All Learned Men no 


confeſs:the Rendring of This Text to be One) 
were the inſpired word of God. 


Kom. 9;5. Whois over all, God bleſſed for s 
ver. You know that the word, God, is wanting 
here in Many of the moſt Antient Manuſcripts 
And, if it be genuine, yet, in the conſtructio 
of the Original, tis very uncertain whetherit 


be not meant of God the Father: And, if it be 


$ Cor. 15. meant of Chrif, yet ſtill HE is excepted who dil 


27. 


put all things under Chriſt. As the Dr obſervedin 
his Scripture- Doctrine, pag. 87, and in his Re 
ply to Mr. Nelſonꝭs Friend, pag. 86. Yet This al 
ſo, you conceal from your Reader 

Joh. 10, 30. I and my Father are One. The 


-- True Meaning of theſe Words, the Dr (I think) 


has clearly ſhown in his Scripture-Do@rme, pag. 
100; and in his Reply to Mr. Nelſon's Friend, 
pag. 146 and 55. Yet This alſo, you take 


no Notice of; but leave your Reader to be 


deceived by the mere Sound of the words in 
Engliſh, without regard to the Senſe. ©» 
Tit. 2, 13. The glorious Appearing of the Gredt 


God, and our Saviour Feſus Chriſt. Theſe words, 


The Great God, the Dr . has ſhown to be ſpoken 
here, of God the Father; In his Reply to Mr Net 


ens Friend, pag. 85. Yet this alſb, you depen 


upon your Reader's not being aware of. 
I F 0h. 5 20. This is the True God, and Eter- 


nal Life. Theſe words, The True God, the 2 
TA 25 45 


s largely proved, (in his Reply to Mr Nelſon's 
ind, pag. 25 to be meant, in This place, 
God the Father. And the Rades of the 
ords immediately fore - going, We are in Him 
bat is True, Through not, even in] his Son Jeſus 
Briſz is not Dr Clarke's only, and agreeable to the 
Orginal; but was ſo printed in the Biſhop's Engliſh 
zible in Heury the VIIIths time. Yet This alſo 
vou neither make any Reply to, nor take any 
Notice of it; but depend wholly upon your 
Reader's Ignorance in theſe Matters. 

Now, for God's ſake, Sir, is This doing Right 
to the unlearned part of the World? Is This, 
leeking after Truth in matters of Religion? Is 
This, Searching the Scriptures, and having a juſt 
Regard to the Authority of the inſpired Writ- 


Humane Writings that were of any importance, 
be very unreaſonable; to ſhow an abſolute Care- 
lſmeſs, whether you follow a true Copy or a 


isa“ Falſe One; whether the Words be underſtood 

_ » Wvilgarly in a right Senſe, or a wrong One? 

The 18 5 | 

ink) But it ſeems, © when the Authority of One 
a * Text-is denied, and a contrary Tranſlation of 3. 
ien, Another is introduced; when various Reading 
take and Pointings are prebeuded in the reſt; theſe 

>» be W (you think) are Artiſſees to Dar ken the Ligbt. 


What a Misfortune then is it, that All the 
Greek Teſfaments in the World were not long 


ſince deſtroyed that all Learning, and Skill in 
;ds, es, has not been utterly rooted out! 
ken that there might be no other Copy in the World, 


MI. but our preſent Exgliſo Tranſſation! that People 
pen might bleſs God for it. without contending about pre 
Lier: Readings and Criticiſms; and without 4. 
e. Danger of any Ray of .DARKNESS breaking 
Dr in from Learning or Reaſon or Ecelefiaftical Hi- 


ings? Or would it not, even in the caſe of any 


fiory, 
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f - 
fory, to diſturb the uniform Light of Tynoranc, 
and ſhake the vulgar Interpretation of the Senſe 

of any Text! Is it not a pleaſant, (mall I fay?) 
or rather, in ſo ſerious a Matter, is it not a 
very melancholy Conſideration 3 that enquiring 
after the True Fords and true Senſe of Scripture, 
ſhould, in a Proteſtant Conhtry and by Men et 
2 Learned Education, be called Darkning the 
Lisht? You have heard of the Judge, who, 
when a Complaint was brought before him, 
thought the Cauſe very Clear, and deſired by 


no Means to hear any Thing on the other Sit, 


for fear of dar knim the Light. And ſhall that 
which in all other Caſes is the moſt ridicu uuf 


abſurd, be the only Means of knowing the Tub 


in Matters of Religion? If this is to de out 
Method; I beſeech you, let us never more pre 
tend to argue againſt Popery: For What Dit 
ference is there, between denying Peoplethe 
Uſe of the Scriptures, and denying them the 
only Means of diſcovering the true Senſe of then? 
excepting that, of the Two, it may ſeem the 
greater Hardſhip. to bid Men read the Scripturs, 
and at the ſame Time forbid them to endeavour 
to underſtand it? The common People cannot 
indeed judge of Criticiſm, or df the Perfor 
mances of Learned Men; And therefore Learned 
Men ought to be the more Faithful and Plain, i 
letting them know that Texts of Dubious A 
thority or of Dubious Meaning, are indeed Du- 


bious; and that Opinions uncertain or hard to 


be underſtood, ought not to be impoſed: Upon 
Chriſtians as 2 neceſſary Part of their Religion? 
The doing of which, hath in all Ages been ole 
of the greateſt Hindrances ot the propagaumn 
of the Goſpel, and of the Efficacy of True Rel 


gion upon the Hearts and Lives of Men. N | 
| | © NYE VEIN e 


Yob 


affirme 
only a 
and no 
firms, 1 
TQ-, e 
alſo, 1 
he is 
dered 

Worſh: 
this L. 
on wa 
Hinctio⸗ 


nk “ pbich Dr Clarke cites, do prove that our Lord and 
72) WW Saviour Feſus Chrift is in a certain ſenſe (well 
ta known and owned by all Chriſtians) ſubordinate 


ins “ and inferior to the Father; that be has re- 
* ceived Authority and Power from him; and 


* that be acts according to the Will of the Fa- 
©* ther; mediates and intercedes with him on 


* ſay) one plain Diſtinction, well known among ft 
* Chriſtians alſo, which ſhows that theſe Texts —— 


* This Diſtinction the Dr has quoted from Bp Bull; 
* and it is This, that our Lord Chriſt may be 
“ conſidered in two Reſpects, either as God, 
* or as God-man and Mediator between God and 


pre “ Man. This Diſtinction, Dr Cl. did in- 
Dit WW deed quote from Bp Bull: But you, by drop- 
the Wi ping more than one half of his Quotation, have 
the WW repreſented it to your Reader, as if Bp Bull 


affirmed Chriſt to be ſubordinate to the Father, 
only as DravIewnG-, as God-man or Mediator, 
and not as God. Whereas the Biſbop expreſly af- 
firms, not only that he is ſubordinate asIe&1.39%- 
16-, as God-man or Mediator; but that as God 


he is ſubordinate to the Father; but if conſi- 


Worſhip is due to Him as to the Father. Now 
this Latter Diſtiuction, or Sub. diſtinction. (which 
a was to your Purpoſe, and not that firſt Di- 


upon finfion which you have cited, ) Dr Clarke 
100: WW howed in his Seripture-doctrine, pag. 359, to 


be altogether without Foundation; and that the 
aſſage of Origen, upon which the learned Bi- 
hop principally founded this Diſtinction, was 


„gur Behalf; and the like, But there is (you 


« make nothing for what Dr Clarke contends for. 


alſo, if he be conſidered relatively as God of God, 
ered abſolutely as God, that then the ſame 


enoneouſly tranſlated ; [Se Scriptureadadrme, = 
Pax, 266.] Of all which, you have'accord- + 
* 9 


N . - ” 
* 
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You allow it to be © true indeed, that the Texts Fref. 6 9. 


/ 


$ 


- — 


ing to Cuſtom) taken no Notice. But to the 

Diſtindion, as you yourſelf underſtand it. 1 an. 

ſwer ; that Chriſt's Subordination to the Father 

not only as he is Man or $««vIgoms or Metz 

ator, but even in his higheft Capacity; appears 

I e from tboſe Texts, wherein the Fs 
e 


Ration « 
jen, as 
mee 3 't 
tion, I 
bom dati 


ther, the Ferſon of the Father, is ſtyled the Ou Bet 

God, 1 Cor. 8, 6 Epheſ. 4,6; 1 Tim. 2, 5; b 

Fob. 17, 3 The God of our Lord Feſus Chi, 50, th 

the Father of Glory, Eph. 1, 19 ; The God in res 

Father of our Lord Jeſts Chrift, 2 Cor. 11, 31. ade at a 

And from thoſe Texts, which declare that Cod ung 77 

2 gave and ſent his 'only-begotten Son; ſent him e don to 

; (fo the Church always did and does underſtand Abo! 

it) to take our Nature upon him, (collect on Chr. . te . 

mas day z) To take upon him our Fleſh, (coll. fa alty red 

- 6h Sunday in Lent:) Which cannat poſſibly be i Man. 
terpreted but of his Higheft Nature; becauſe tu. Y 

Wa: 


manifeſt it cannot be ſaid that his Humanity wa 


ent to take our Nature upon bim. And, Laſtly,” 4 
the ſame Thing appears plainly from thoſ that bel, 
Texts, which declare that the Holy Ghof, (A 9 
never was incarnate, and in whom conſequent the th 


' Iy there is no Place for your fore-mentionel 
Diiſtinction,) is given and ſent by the Father; 
that he ſpeaks, not of bimſelf, but what l. 

| bears; that he makes Hnerceſſon for us; and 


md Prop! 
ef | 
lextsthe 


That, according to the Will of God; &c. a th 
| E e appe: 

What you ſay concerning the Satisfaction dl 1 

5 del 


4 Fee. Chriſt that This grand Propitiation does at: 


| mirably declare the Honour of God's Laws «ui All, 
95 Government, before Myriads of Angels and it * a 
4 Fellefinal Creatures, that fland in continual An 15 * 
1 wg, js very true: Becauſe the great eve 
er the Dignity is of the Perſon ſuffering, tis 00 
more awful is God's Declaration of his Ham ch are 
againſt Sin, and the more adorable the Man pure, 


A 


i Ration of his Mercy towards Sinners. But N 
b en, as to the fer ence you would draw from = 
7 ce; that therefore the Perſon making Satis- : == 
in, muſt be identically equal with Him to SS F 
n Satisfaction is made; juſt the Contrary is _ 
* e. Becauſe, to ſuppoſes God making Satis- | 3 
"tion to bimſelf, which can be done reputative- | 
Y oy, that is, in Words only, but not in Truth, £1 

nin reality ſuppoſing no Satisfaction to be 


ade at all, or (as your Author expreſſes it) tis 
ing it to nothing. For, whoſoever affirns 5 
e don to be individually the fame with the Fa- 25 
er who ſent him; does indeed in empty Words 


4 m to magnify bis Saviour, but in Truth and | ; 
al) reduces him to be nothing more than a b 
i. Man. | . 
ty | 


© It was formerly (you ſay) thought ſufficient to 


Rl WY” that the Titles, Attributes, and Worſhip, * pats 
ho that belong to the moſt bigh God, are in Scrip- 


we aſcribed to the Son of God. And you 
an eminent Wmter affirming, that to each 


oy 

5. the three Perſons the HIGHEST Titles Pref. pag: 

her 2 7 ies of God are in STRIPIURE at- 12. 
nhuted. „But you didyvery well, not to cite 


lextsthemſelves of Scripture upon this Head; 
uſe therein the Contrary would plainly 
de appeared. The higheſt Titles of God in 
Ipture, are; U. O-, the moſt High, or Su- 


1 0 | 
e nge e, the Almighty, or, Supreme 
5 aul All; &5 Jr s ual, NT b TOY, the 
od and Father of all; 5 Sos tt 5 mo Epheſ. 4,6. 
I, the One God, OF whom are all Things: Cor. S, 6. 
great th ſeveral Others of the like Import, cited 


Clarke's Scripture-doctrine, Part II. S. 10.) 
< are Never applied, in any Place of 
pure, either to the Son or Spirit. And 
Attributes which Are ſometimes aſcribed 
l 1 2 ö 


Mat. 19, 
17. 


Rev. 15, 
4 1 


15, 16. 
Matt. 24, 


Matt. 28 


Joh. 3; 
19, 20. 


being independent, but derived from the Fathe 
Joh. , 26 As, The Father bath Given to. the Son, to ba 
Life in Himſelf: And, All Power is Given 
18. bim in Heaven and in Earth: And, God bath Gi 
Eph. 1, 22. ven him to be the Head over all Things: And, Ti 


Father and of Chrift, And whereas the Wor 


to the Son or to the Spirit, yet are aſcribed i 
the Father in a higher and more eminent Mama 
As when our Lord ſays, There is none G00) 
but One, that is, God the Father ; ( ſo that I 
was read by almoſt all the primitive Writen; 
See Dr Clarke's Reply to Mr Nelſon's Friend 
pag. 47.) And, in the Song of the Lamb, 
to Him that ſat on the Throne, Thou onh at 
HOLT : And, the only Potentate : And, whoq 
ly bath Immo tality., And, of that Day an 
Hour KNOVWETH no one, but the Father oj; 
and the like. And when high Attributes ar 
aſcribed to the Son, and to the Spirit; tis m 
nifeſtly in ſuch a Manner, as implies their nt 


expreſ 
Father 
Son; 
ven bis 
has co1 
den as 
has co 
the Re 
* v 
ed us f 
10 15 
0 the 
the wh 
ration 


Son can do nothing of Himſelf, but what be ſui But 
the Father do; jor what Things ſoever He du a 
theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe ; For the ug“ ther, 
loveth the Son, and ſheweth bim all Ti Med 
that himſelf 5 duth: And, the Son knoweth __ ſelf 
Things. becauſe be came forth from God: A our 
The Holy Ghoſt, the Comforter, the Spirit to yo 
Truth, proceedeth and is ſent from the Eu Jeſus 
and maketh Interceſſion according to the Will ther, 
God, and works Miracles and diſtributes G/Wreply ; 
according to the Will of God; And ſpeaks, t unc 


bimſelf, but what be bears, And is never rep efore ci 
ſented as ſitting on a Throne, or exerciſing Ju 
ment or Dominion, but always as ſent down fi 
Heaven as the Gift and Power and Witneſs of til 


paid to the God and Father of All, is alway 
ahſolute, ultimate and ſupreme; the Worſvip Þ 
in Scripture to the Son, is (on the 1 


e | 
expreſſly declared to be To the Glory of God, the Phil. 2, 
ug that the Father may be glorified in the [ * l 
Sm; becauſe the Father has exalted him and gi- 13. 70 
ven him a Name which is above every Name; and Phil. 2. 9, 
has commanded that all ſbould Honour the Son, e- Joh. 5; 
den as they bonour the Father, becauſe the Father 23. 
bas committed all Judgment nnto the Son, (that's 
the Reaſon alledged by our Saviour himſelf in 
that very Text,) and becauſe the Son bas waſh-g., 1, . 
ed us from our Sins in his own Blood, and has made _. 
u Kings and Prieſts to God and his Father, And | = 
to the Holy Ghoſt, there is no one Inſtance in a 4 
the whole Scripture, of any direct Ad of Ado- = 
ration or Iroocation ever paid at all; As appears " 
by the Texts collected by Dr Cl. in his Scrip- 
me-dodrine. 
But © the Sou (you ſay) is alſo worſhipped bag. 25. 
and immediately invocated in Unity with the Fa- : 
ther, when there is no expreſs mention of bis 
* Mediation ;, as 1 Ih. 3, 11, Now God him- 
* ſelf and our Father, . our Father, and 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, direct our Way un- 
to you: And 2 Th. 2, 16, Now our Lord 
* Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, and God even our Fa- 2 
ther. comfort your Hearts. To which _—_ 
reply ; that (beſides that theſe Texts are ea- = 
ly underſtood by comparing them with thoſe = 
Klore-cited ;) the different Ground of Invocation 
zexpreſly ſet forth in theſe very Texts themſelves, 
the Diftin&ion the Apoſtle therein uſes, 
dat God is the Father, and the Lord is Feſus 
if. Which is the ſame Diſtinction that he 
Iles 1.7m, 2, 5, There is One God, and One Me- 
tour; And 1 Cor. 8, 6, To us there is but One 
od, the Father, of whom are all Things ; and One 
nd, Feſus Chrift, by whom are all Tuings. He 
bes not ſay only, The Father is God; which 
lay alſo, in a true Senſe, be affirmed 
3 of 


n EI * 
— — 2 ad 
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Writers; and the former being never found & 


nion is erroneous, and the Comment only of l 
ter Ages. And the Apoſtle's praying, in tle 


from God even the Father, and from our Lol 


„ 


= Doof the Son: But he ſays, God is the Fuber i“ men 


which is the direct Contradi@ory to Jour Notion, i Prophe 
whoſe Definition of God is, that be is (not Hef th 
Father of all, but) the Three Perſons. Which the cc 
Notion if it were right, it would follow that our Sa: 


the Apoſtle might as properly have ſaid, o uM Hod t 


the Fat 
Being te 
ſays ex 
Therefc 
ther bec 
unto the 
given b 
tence w 
comme! 
a conti 
Text y. 
did wel 
ou had 
have ſe; 
you cit 
that th 
* the 0 


there is but One God, vaz : the don; or, 10 U then 
is but One God, viz. the Holy Ghoſt ; as, toll 
there is but One God, viz. the Father, Which 
latter manner of ſpeaking, being the conſtant 
Language of Scripture and of the primitin 


ther in Scripture, or in am antient Writer 
this amounts to a Demonſtration that your Oy 


two Texts you cite, for Direction and Comin 


Feſus Chriſt; does no more infer an identia 
Equality betwixt them, than That other Paſſag 
(which you never care to cite,) 1 Tin. 5, 21, 
I charge thee before God, and the Lord Fil 
Chriſt, and the elect Angels, proves an identia 


Equality between God and Chrift and Angel. pro 
You add: This Aderation to the Ste Tex 
is done by Angels, who baue no need of ingorihip 
„Mediation; And though they worſhip Him vboi hom a 
the Lamb of God to Us, yet not as a Sacra! as Hi 
& for Them, but as the One adorable Being e, not 
<« whom all Worſhip is appropriated. ” And tafnodne! 
Proof of This, you allege three Texts; J banks 
645, 23, That all ſhould honour the Son, eu the L. 
© as they honour the Father; And © Ker. ed the 
11, 12, where the Angels are repreſents by xthe 
as worſhipping the Lamb; And © Iſa. 45 ,, 
« 23, 1 am God and None elſe, — unto e Thro 


< every Knee ſhall bow, viz, at the Day WW” I 
* Judgment, when all ſhall and before the Jad, | 


hv 


„ OCONEE Dh > 
© nent Seat of Chriſt, as St Paul applies That 
on, Prophecy of Iſaiah, Rom. 14; 10, 11. Now 
the WR of theſe three Texts, the fff proves directly 
nich the contrary to what you bring it for. For 
that our Saviour does not ſay, as You do, that All 
o uv ould therefore honour the Son even as they honour 
hen the Father, becauſe the Son is the One Adorable 
to Ui Being to whom all Worſhip is appropriated ; but he 
hic ay, expreſsly on the contrary, that All /hould, 
tant MW Therefore honour the Son even as they honour the Fa- 
tive ber, becauſe the Father hath committed all Fudgment 
d «onto the Son. Which Words being the dz ef Reaſon 
ters: MMeiven by our Saviour himſelf in the very Sen- 
Op ence whereof you cite a Part, it was by no Means 
of 1-commendable for you to omit them, and give 
1 the contrary Reaſon of your own. The ſecond - 
nfon ext you refer to, viz. Rev. 5; 11, 12, you 
Lord well alſo not to cite at length; becauſe if 
ia ou had recited the Fords, every Reader would 
Alla ave ſeen that they are dire@ly contrary to what 
„ cu cite them for. For whereas you aihrm 
bat the Angels there worſhip the Lamb © as 
the One Adorable Being to whom All Worſhip is 
el. 7propriated, and not as a Sacrifice for tbem; 
Sonde Text itſelf ſays on the contrary, that they 
f byorihip him, not as the One Adorable Being to 
voi kom all Worſhip is appropriated, but expreſs- 
16a as Him that was ſlain, that was ſlain a Sacri- 
ing e, not indeed for Them, but for Men; for which 
nd taWoodneſs of God, Angels and Men Tres and 
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** . a 7 | 
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Ja banks to God which ſitteth on the Throm, and 

| o the Lamb which was ſlain. The Words are; I RED. 
eb. ed the Voice of many Angels ſaying, Nor- 

dente int he Lamb that was SLAIN z and Glo- 


3 ** e * 8 n 1 "a * od 3 
*. =. * 


= 
2 


22 ͤ RR 
of God the Father; and ſhall indeed be ful. 
FHlled at the Day of Judgment, Fun to 
St Paul's Application,) when God ſhall judge 
the World by Feſus _ And ſo the word, 
God, in Rom. 14, 11, plainly ſignifies God the 
Father; As Dr Clarke has ſhown in his Reply to 
Mr Nelſon's Friend, pag. 166. But where the 
Scripture ſays that every Knee ſhall bow to Chrilt 
perſonally, of Things in Heaven, (that is, df 
Angels,) _— Things in Earth, and of Thing 
wider the Earth, 1 is, of Men, quick and 
dead ;) the Reæaſoñ and Ground of this Worſhip 
is expreſly added; that God bath Given bin 
Name which is above every Name, tothe End that 
every Tongue ſhould confeſs him to be Lord, to tbe 


the Fat 


begotten 
a partict 
begotten! 
of God 
the Ap. 
immed 
when þ 
ty on BE 
Angels, 


Tag. 25,26, 


Gloryof God the Father, Phil. 2; 9, To, II. 
You add further: * Whereas Dr Clarke 
& ſeems to think that the One God, who requirid 
* Himſelf to be Only worſhipped, Matt. 4, 10, 
« was the Father only; — the contrary appemi 


excellen 
Angels | 
Day by 
ſtle dec 


13, 
cc | from the Command given to the Agel, — 
cc Feb. 1, 6. When he brought his firſt· begot Tfulfille, 
eiten into the World, he ſaid, let all the A. Dead, 
gels ot God worſhip him: Which V right E 
ce they paid Him upon bis firſt, coming into WB al Thi 


% World, Luke 2; 12, 14. But now, in r: are the 
ality.z beſides that the Lord God ſpoken of i /tjp, 


Matt. 4, 10, is by the whole Tenour of ScniY"B** may 
ture, and particularly by our Saviour himſeh . For no 
Job. 4, 23, plainly declared to be the Fat eſt Re: 
only; [The true Worſhippers ſhall worſhip M nds of 
FATHER in Spirit and in Truth, for the T ix, G 
- THER ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip him, GOD U ſent tt 


Spirit, and they that worſhip HIM, muſt v rigs 
HIM in Spirit and in Truth :| Beſides this i the Pr 


lay) That very Text, which you cite to te the Bj 
contrary, Heb. 1, 6, evidently ſhows the IL BY 
Thing, For- whereas upon 


12 even * Faves 


— 


. 
Al, was by the Light of Nature to be worſhip». 
| ped z the only-begotten is here worſhipped, on- 
ly by COMMAND : Every Knee of Things in 
Heaven bowing to him, becauſe God had given 
im a Name above every Name. And whereas God, 
the Father, was Always worſhipped ; The only- 
begotten is here appointed to be worſhipped, from 


in Pl particular Time : | When be bringeth in the firſt- 
ot Wi begotten into the World, be ſaith, let all the Angels 
Cod worſhip him.] Which particular Time, 
nl Wi the Apoſtle in this very Chapter, in the Words 
ud immediately going before, declares to be, 
'T 


when be ſat down at the right Hand of the Majeſ- 
bat Wi ty on High 5; being made ſo much better than the 
th Angels, as be bath by Inheritance obtained a more 
excellent Name than They; i For unto which of the 
Angels ſaid be at any Lime, thou art my Son, This 
in Day bave I begotten thee ? ' And the ſame Apo- 
10% file declares again the very fame Thing, Ads 
13, 33, when he ſays that the words, Thou art 
my Son, this Day have ] begotten thee, were Then 


dot fulfilled, when God raiſed up Feſus from the 
A Dead, and (Eph. 1, 20.) ſet bim at bis own 
n Wi right Hand in the beavenly Places, and put 
o th oll Things under bis Feet. Very. abſurd therefore 
nate thoſe next Words of yours; Which Vor- 
tf 108 © ſip, they (the Angels] paid bim upon bis firſt co- 
0 ning into the World, Luke g; 13, 14. 


For nothing is more evident even to the mean- 


Father eſt Reader, than that thoſe Words, [a Multi- 
5 tf tude of the heavenly Hoſt, praiſing God, and ſay- 
e FAY ig, Glory to God in the Higheſt, | do not repre- 

2 13 08 ſent the Angels (as you hy worſhipping 


the Preſence of the Shepherds upon Account of 
the Birth of Chriſt the Saviour. . 
But to return to That which I began with, 
pon this Head. However theſe Things be, 
WT _ "* 


Cbriſt who was then born, but praiſing God in | 


g. e it was Formerly thought ſufficient ” (you tell us, 
J to allege ſuch kind of Proofs as theſe. And 
this is a very pleaſant Obſervation indeed, 
when the Queſtion is about Truth and Streyth 
of Argument. Thus, the Texts which de- 
clare God's juſt Power to caſt off the Nation of 
| the unbelieving Jews, have Formerly (and almof 17 
univerſall)) been thought ſufficient Proots of firm 
n God's having from Eternity abſolutely and wncon- Wor 
ditionately reprobated the greateſt Part of Ma Sub 
kind to eternal Damnation. Thus, St Paul's at- tle 
firming that the wicked and idolatrous Gentiles WW Lan 
were by Nature (that is, in their umconverted dn 
State,) Children of Wrath, when they walked in By 
the Lufts of the Fleſb; has Formerly been thought poſe 
a ſufficient Proof, that All Children (meaning. I aAnſ, 
fants,) are fo Born in Sin and Children of | rath, than 
as juſth to deſerve eternal Torments. Thus, the 
 Sgirative Expreſſions of - habitual Sinners being 
= dead in Treſpaſſes and Sins, have Formerly been 
= thought ſuficzent Proofs of Men's having lite- 
= rally no more Freedom of Vill, or Power to e- ' 
form their Lives, than the Dead have to raiſe 
themſelves to Life. And, to mention no more 
Inſtances ; the Words of our Saviour, This :smy 
 Bady, have been Formerly for many Ages, 
and ftill are, in the greateſt Part of the World 
that calls itſelf Chriſtian, impiouſly and ab- 
furdly thought a ſuftcient Proof, that Bread is 
literally the Body of Chriſt. And yet in realt 
ty, there is nothing in any one of theſe Texts 
of Scripture, that would of itfelf mis-lead even 
the maſt ordinary Underſtanding ; nor an 
Thing more than ſuch natural Figures of Speech, 
as are continually underſtood perfectly well, 
without any Danger of miſtaking, even by the 
meaneſt Perſons, in common Con verſation. 


What 


e 


What you allege (in your Preface, pag. 119 
concerning the Meaning of the Word Febo- 


bab; I thall have Occaſion to conſider pre- 


ſently. 


- Your Book itſelf you begin, (pag. 1,) with af- 
ſirming that the Council of Nice did by the 
Word o044059G-, mean, of one INDIVIDUAL 
Subſtance, Now this clear Declaration how lit- 
tle you were acquainted either with the Greek 
Language or with Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, or in- 
deed even with ſuch modern Learned Writers, as 
By Bull and Others; may reaſonably be ſup- 
poſed to have been One Reaſon, why Dr Clarke's 
Anſwer to your firſt Letter, was little more 
than a civil Deſiring to forbear entring into 
Controverſy with you. And naw that you 
have printed your Letter, all reaſonable Perſons 
cannot but wonder, how a Man of your Good- 
neſs can ſatisfy his Conſcience without know- 


Ing at all whereof he affirms, For, ſurely, tis 


not doing right to the Unlearned, to tell them, 


that becauſe the ambiguous Engliſh Words, of - 


ow Subſtance, and the Latin Words, unius Sub- 


Pantie, (which ambiguous Tranſlation was the 


firſt Cauſe of Miftake in the Latin Church,) 
may poſlibly ſignify of one INDIVIDUAL 
Subſtance ; that therefore the Greek Word be- 


snQG-, which is not ambiguous, can ſignify 1 


too; and, much more, that it can ſignify ſo in 
the Nicene Creed, where the Compilers expreſs- 
ly explain themſelves on the contrary to mean, 
that the Son was begotten [in 7# , T- 
n 5K e Solos TY TTX] of the Father, that is, 
of the Subſtance of the Father; thereby decla- 


ung the Subſtance of the Father to be in their O. 


pinion the Father biniſelf, and conſequently 
| not 


* 


. 

2 * 
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a hog. 1. not individvally the Son alſo. The Arguments you 
| were preparing to bring againſt the Notion of 
One Subſtance ſpecifically or in KIND, would ez: 
fily have been very ſtrong indeed, (not, to prove 
that the Nicene Council did not fo mean, but 
to prove that their Doctrine was Falſe,) if it 
had been meant in ſo ffrict and proper a 
Conſtruction, as to imply that the Son was 
felf-exrftent as well as the Father: But how 
that Notion may be underſtood in a Senſe 
not repugnant to Scripture, Dr Cl. has (1 
think) ſhown in his Scripture-do@rine , pq. 
465. However that be; what the true Signij- 
cation of the Word 64405nG- is, the ſame Author 
has largely ſhown in his Reply to the Extral 
of the Lower Houſe of Convocation, The Pa- 
ſage of Baſil, is deciſive; Epiſt. 300, & yoo bu. 
Td 71 £Slv e b, MM LT £7700, * 
One and the fame Thing is not Conſubſtantial to 
 2tſelf, but One Thing is Conſubſtantial to Anotber. 
To which I may add a very remarkable Ser- 
tence out of Athanaſus's "turns Tice : ¶ In 
ye viomo.rge pgs mr, ws of Tc ſoẽ Mo., N. 
TE raovo5moy, N BY & öhm, Kol &V 7874 
veel vg Th Evo viov :] Ve do not, ſaith he, af: 
firm that One and the Same is both Father and don, 
as the Sabellians do, who teach that they are Ou 
individual, and not Conſubſtantial ; thereby taking 
away the Son's very Being, Hence, the Learned 
Bp Bull; | Certe Sabellius ipſe nunquam Filium 
Inbens dixiſſet Patri 6uosmov, ſed potius mum. 
Sov ; Sed. 2, cap. 1, & 9] 4ſſuredl, ſays he, 
Sabellins would never habe choſen to bave fir 


led the Son Conſubſtantial with the Father ; hut «7 
world rather have called them One individual. 
ty in Subſtance. There is alſo a very obſer 
vable Paſſage of Origen, which you may 3 

N Os we 
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Fell to take Notice of, upon 
this Occaſion : Hence, ſays he, 


-pious Perſons, who, through Fear 
| leaſt they ſhould make Two Gods, 
fall into Falſe N as Notions : 
That is, either 
ut deny the Real Perſonality of the Son 
it diſtindt "ne the Father; and fo, 
% while they | rightly | acknowledge 
bis Divinity, they | exroneouſly ] 
make him to be in reality Nothing 
bit a mere Name Or elſe on the 
contrary, they | exrxoneouſly}] deny 
bis Divinity, while they [rightly | 


. 


ve may ſolve the Scruple of many 


* 


the one Side they 
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acknowledge bis real Perſonality, 
and that his e [ 581%] is Truly and Properly See Dr 
dftn# from That of the Father, I the rather nin N 
mention this Paſſage, becauſe it appears that j; Nelſon's 
Dr Clarke was guilty of a Miſtake in the Tranſ- F. iend, 
lation he gives of it in his Scripture-Do@rine, p. 65. 
And the Learned Huetins, in hi$ Origeniana, 
bb, 2, Queſt. 2, $5, quite miſlook this Paſ® 
lage alſo; thinking that the Words LON fr 

OUTS THV Gr Kot] THY Noe 10TH MERLY Coe 
OW Tvyagreoy tron T8 Ta Ts, while they ac- 
knowledge the real Perſonality of the Son, and that bis 
, | Subſfence is Truly and Properly diſtin from that of 

the Father,] expreſſed the Opinion which Origen 


vas blaming; whereas on the contrary tis 
ali Bl certain, to any one who conſiders the whole 
armed Paſſage carefully, that theſe Words expreſs how 
11M far Origen thought thoſe Perſons were in the 
8 1 reht, whom at the ſame Time he was finding 
78 He; 


fault with upon another Account. 


« De Fon of God (you ſay)) voluntarily 
e brought himſelf into a State of Sabord ination 
| | an 


ag 2 


4*Kl 
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Cavs - | 


© xd SubjeTion tothe Father for our Sakes, a their! 


*© a Mediatour between God and Man. And 
again: The Son of God bad voluntarily 


made himſclf ſubject and ſubordinate to the 


Father, for the carrying on this gracious Deyn,” 
And again: The voluntary Conſent and Agree- 
ment of the Three divine Perſons &c.” I hope, 
and believe, you did not here ſee the Conſe- 

uence of what you affirm. For aſſuredly, up- 
on further Couſideration, you will find it to be 
a very dangerous Aſſertion, and, in its neceſſary 
Conſequences, extremely derogatory to the Ho- 
nour of God. That Chriſt did voluntarily take 
upon himſelf the Office of a Mediatour, that is, 
did with perfect Delight, and Agreeableneſs to 
his Own Vill, fulfil the Will of bis Father in 


this whole Diſpenſation; is certainly a very 


great Truth. But to ſay that the Son was ſub- 


ordinate to the Fatber, not naturally, as being 


Begotten of Him; but by voluntary Agreement 


only, upon this particular Occaſion; is 
ſaying that the Father might as well (if they 
had thought fit ſo to agree it) have become 


ſubordinate and ſubje# to the Son, and have 


been ſent and been given by him to take our 
Nature upon him, and therein to have died for 


the Sins of the World. Conſider, I beſeech you, 


ſeriouſſy: Is not this the direct and immediate 


Conſequence of your Doctrine? And if it 1s, 


does it not ſurprixe you? Or do you not feel, 
that, in any of the primitive Ages, this would 
have been thought the Higheſt Blaſphemy? Be 
ſides: Voluntary Agreement ſuppoſes Two diſtmi 
Wills in the Perſons Agreeing; and Two diſtind 


Wills make Two diſtindt intelligent Agents; and Two 


diſtin intelligent Agents, if co-ordinate and equal 
ly Supreme, (whatever beor be not ſuppoſed * be 
4 | WOT their 


Gods, 
God, 


But 
44 lay, 
oder 
* but | 
vlour 

the T. 
Domin. 
other, 
Higb, 
OD eV 
ther of 
her, of 
the lik 
triouſſy 
hich | 
Larth, 

Irom th 
epreſen 


Throne, 
ul; but 


l 
heir Subſtance or Subſtances,) are as clearly Two - 
Gods, as One ſupreme intelligent Agent is Ons 


God, 


But The Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, (you pag. 10. 
* ſay,) having the SAME Right of Dominion 
* over the Same Subjects, are not Three Supremes, 
& but One Supreme,” Firſt, it is without any 
olour from Scripture, that you affirm each of 
the Three Perſons to have the SAME Right of 
Dominion, For the Scripture never ſtiles any 
other, but the Father only, b-li56- The moſf 
High, and v αννοτοννοα,ννν² the Almighty or Supreme 
overnour of the Univerſe, The One God and Fa- 
ther of All, who is above All, One God, the Fa- 
ther, of whom are All Things; With ſeveral other 
the like Expreflions, which you always induf- 
triouſly avoid mentioning. The Dominion 
hich the Son hath both in Heaven and in 
Earth, is never ſpoken of but as Given him 
Irom the Father. And the Holy Ghoſt is never 
epreſented in Scripture, as ſitting on any 
Throne, or exerciſing any proper Dominion at 
ul; but always as ſent or ven of the Father. 
candy, ſuppoſing it true, that each of the 
Three Perſons had the SAME Right of Domini- 
I"; then, either the Three Perſons being Three 
in? Agents, (whatever were their Subſtance,) 
yould be Three Supremes, not One Supreme ; (and 
bree diſtin SUPREME intelligent Agents would 
truly be Three Gods, in One Snbſtance, as in 
bree - Subſtancesz) or elſe, they not being 
bree diffind Agents at all, but only different 
VNommations of One and the ſame Agent, Soci- 
bemſm conſequently would be the true Chri- 
an Doctrine. Nor can this Argument be eva- 
ed by that M-an Su'terfuge, of our being ig- 
Tart of the Nature of God, For whatever Pro- 
9 5 ; polition 


pag. 97 


10 


| 7 . 1 4 12 
poſition is demonſtrated at all, is equally den Wi * 


ftrated to be Due in all unknown as well as in al 4 
known Natures. For otherwiſe, if any unto if * 7. 
Truth could be contraty to any known Truth, e Wil 
very Propoſition of Euclid might in Matbens . ;;.; 
ticks be falſe with regard to ſome unknown E-. . zer 
ſences; and Tranſubſtantiation might be true in “ 7,; 
One Nature, though not in Another ; and we Ferſons 
might be deceived in our Proof of every of Bi" 74, 
the divine Attributes both natural and nora. Uſe 
upon Account of the Incomprehenſibleneſs of . Nam 
the Nature of God; And fo the whole Foun: . longs 
dation both of all Knowledge and of all Religin, reign 
would be removed at once, er ar 
| togeth 
But to proceed: By the Word God, (you BW been! 
ſay.) © we mean tbe Divine Eſſence or Subſtant, longed 
Not ſo; But we always mean Him, whoſe That BM 4 Ma 
Effence or Subſtance is. The Word King, dou | 
not ſignify the Eſſence or Subſtance of the King; You x 
but it ſignifies the Perſon Himſelf, who by WW tbat a 
Eſſence is a Man, and by his Dominion is A yerns 


the Dr has ſhown at 5 So his Commentat! 


«ble Paſſage to This Purpoſe, in the Learn 
* 1, All Men (faith he) by God, do unden 


Thus likewiſe the Word God, in the Theolgs 
cal Senſe, the ſupreme Lord and God of the Unt 
verſe, does not ſignify the Eſſence or Sub fam 
of God; but it ſignifies the Perſon himſelf, wib 
by his Eſſence is in himſelf abſolutely a perfil 
Being, and by his Dominion, Power, and Ai 
thority, is the God and Father of All. Til 


lis is ſo 
Wn diffe 
E very 
ou ſay. 
Divine 
0”, Or 


7 ity, 

if expre 
God. 

e Divine 
0 mean 
tleems) 
mm the 


on Matt. 19, 17, in the Reply to Mr Neo 
Friend, pag. 29. And there is a very rematl 


Mr Medes Diſcourſe 35th, on Fer. 10, I 


«* ſome PERSON, or a Living and Reaſondl 
© Eſſence. 2, All-Men will grant That wht 
* God, to be the moſt excellent of AM — | 


* 

„ SONS or Living Eſſences. 3. The Perfection 
* of a Living and Reaſonable Eſſence, are three- 
fold; in the Underſtanding, in the Will, in the 
* Faculties of Working, In the Underſtanding, is 
* Wiſdom; In the Will, Goodneſs ; In the Facul- 
ties, Power. Whatſoever therefore hath a So- 
* perezenty in theſe Three, is the moſt excellent of 
Living and Reaſonable Eſſences,” that is, of 
Perſons, as he explained himſelf above.] All 
* Men therefore, if they want not the ordinary 
a WW Uſe of Reaſon, will aſſent, that under the 
a Name of God, they mean HIM to whom be- 
ui “ longs a Sovereignty of Wiſdom, a Sove- 
* reignty of Goodneſs, a Sovereignty of Pow- 
der and Might. Thus far we agree and walk 
* together, But the Error of the Nations bath 
F been in the Application; namely, to Whom be- 
* longed this Sovereignty; and whether it belonged 


to Many, or to One A one. 
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nei You proceed: Can Dr Cl. poſſibly think, pag: 9. 


h that a ſupreme intelligent Agent which go- 
l verns the World, is a Definition of the Eſſence 
100 of God ? No certainly; But tis the De- 
Un nition of Him whoſe that Eſſence is. And 


lis is fo plain; that you cannot expreſs your 
Wn different Notion, without ant Abſurdity in 
e very Terms you uſe. © By the Word God, 
du ſay,) Dr Cl. well knows we mean the 
Divine Eſſence.” But ſurely Nobody can 
ow, or ſo much as imagine, fo great an Ab» 
udty, For the Divine Eſſence is (as you your- 
lf expreſs it in the next Sentence) the Eſſence 
| God. Now if by the Word God, you mean 
e Divine Eſſence, then what (Tbeſeech you) da 
Wmean by the Eſſence of God ? Not the Eſſence 
tleems) of that ſupreme intelligent Agent which 


2 * fer * 1 * mg A CDSG - 
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n the World, but the Eſſence of the divine 
. 


this one Queſtion : Is it any Part of the tm 


Eſſence. Is not this, admirable Arguing ? an 
very edifying to Chriſtians Readers? But y 
goon: He aTually was the ſame God, bejm 
ever there was a World made for him to gown; ii « s.. 
and fo might for ever have been the ſame diin 
' Eſſence which be is, though be bad never d AN 
_ 5 8 | y 7 
the ſupreme Agent that governs the Worll 
Again: Supremacy relating only to a World nul 
Ey bis arbitrary Agency, does not neceſſarily lx 
long tothe Efſence of God, and ſo camut 
© much as enter into the Definition of it. Al 
again: defining God to be the Supreme Gov 
* naur of the Univerſe, is ai if the World ven a. 
* eternal with him. I have already anſwer! 
all This, above; and ſhall here only ask ya 


£6 


Definition of God, to ſay that he is merci vorb 

and good, juſt and righteous * If it be, then lty of 

the ſame Senſe wherein that merciful and gu probah! 
that juſt and righteous Agent which now goveniſiience 
the World, was merciful and good, juſt and rib Greek 

teons, before the World was; in the very fu does not 
Senſe was he ſupreme likewiſe in Power and n 05 


pag. 6. 


minion. Tis hard to conceive, how you coll 
really be in earneſt in bringing ſuch Ag 
ments; But your ſincere Zeal for you know 


what, makes you think any empty Won ld Te 
ſufficient Proof, of what you think ought to met in 
proved, whether it can or no. ebly 
But you allege further: © Jehovah, g ſarily 
** the Eſſence of God.” Of this, your own vlMlttle. ] 
next Words are a moſt manifeſt Confutatidl avoidab] 
fte God, (you ſay,) in the New Teſtament, ng per] 
* the Tranſlation of Jehovah: Kom. 4, en of th, 
Alrabam believed God: That is, if Jt the! 
Obſervation was right, Abrabam believed ah ig. 
Eſſence of God. Again: Dent 6; 4, 0 ſiled, a 
Ple God a; 


God, or one Febovah 5 Which Word (you 
5 5 | | : N Fthe Cop, 


——ͤ— 


e fomfies, not M narchy or Dominion, but Eſeuce 

« or Bei; and that there is none beſides HIM, 

&« &c. Here again your own Words expreſsly 

confute themſelves . For if Fehuvah ſignifies 

HIM, of whom it is {aid that there is None 

befdes Him; then tis plain that it neither ſig- 

nifies Monarchy nor Dominion nor. Eſſence nor 

Bring, but HIM whoſe That Eſlence and 

whoſe That 3 is. ee = yn 

« Eſſence (you, ſay) is altogether a ſcriptural pf 54. 

a — being the Engliſh of Jehovah.” 25 PY 

what has been ſaid, *tis evident that this is not 

ſo. The Word Fehovah, tis very probable, 

does indeed, by its Etymology, allude to the 

&lf-exiſtence (though it may alſo, as Mr Ainſ- 

vorth obſerves, allude as well to the Immutabi- 

lity of God's Promiſes : But we allow it to allude 

probably to the Self-exiſtence) or neceſſary Ex- 

Iſtence of God; And ſo likewiſe does the 

Greek, 0 ov. But then, as the Greek, © av, 

does not ſignify the ſelf-exiſtent Eſſence itſelf, the 

n Oy, or the Subſtance ; but 'Him| the Perſon 

whoſe that Efſence is: . So likewiſe does the 

Hebrew, Febovah. Wherefore, ſuppoſing the 

n to be that Angel of the Lord, who in the 

Id Teſtament is ſtyled ſometimes Jehovah and 

ſometimes the Angel of Je hovah; nothing can 

ohbly follow from thence, but what muſt ne- 

eſſarily infer either too much for you, or too 

little. For his being ſtyled Jebovab, will un- 

woidably prove, either that he was literally 

and per ſonally Jehovah himſelf; the very Per- 

"ot the Almighty. Father, whoſe Name (and 

fot the Name of an Eſſence or Subftance) Je- 

wah is: Or elſe it will follow that he was fo 

led, as being the Repreſentative of the inviſi- 

= God and Fatber of all, the Angel or Meſſenger 

ble Covenant, in whom the Name and Autho- 
T 
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p. 18. 


r 
vity of God was. Thus Fridg. 2, 1, The Angel i 
the Lord ſaid, I made you to go up out of Aigypt — D 
unto the Land which I ſware unto your Father, about 
And Zech. 12, 8, The Houſe of David ſhall bea fend 
God, asthe-Angel of the Lord. And Mal. 3, 1, WM Script 
The Lord whom ye ſeek, fhall ſuddenly come to ls I have! 
Temple, even the Meſlenger | or Angel] of tb Thins 
Covenant. And in the Revelation, T It; 1, WE /whate 
2, even an inſeriour Angel is introduced ſpeak- ſgnify 
ing in the Name and Perſon of God; The An- nation 
gel ſtood, ſaymg, —— I will give Power wnto MI differei 
Two Vitneſſes, &c. Nay, when the Repreſn whole. 
tative of God was a falſe and forbidden one, as is in 1. 
in the Inſtance of the Golden Calf; yet the E. ier. 
preſſion is, To Morrow is a Feaſt to the Lord, mannei 


_ mim? to Febovah, Exod. 32, 25. * are, * 

| 5 | i 6« ſub 11 

pag 33 In ſome Places, you declare you“ do fi“ Thot 
believe three Perſons REALLY diſting ni you. ſay 

pag. 10. ** one from another: That you © find in Soni cah, t. 
* tue a REA Diſtinction of Three : * Ther WWherea 

| pag. 13. ph being Aliquid reale poſitivum 9 5 { ſomething Higulari 
REAL and poſitive,] © that does eminenth di Wlditis ide. 

© ftinguiſh each One of the Three from the Om lor Bei, 

* 130: And you cite, with Approbation, Bed vith | 

an eminent Writer affirming, that * th in Orde, 

Pref. pag. © Three are ſpoken of with as much Diſtindin bor whic 
12 from one another in Scripture, as we uſe N ripture, 
& ſpeak of Three diſtindt Perſons.” Vet at tie nd ober 

746. 3. Tame Time, you contend for © One IMD de Schos 


* DUAL Sabſftance,” in Contradiction t 
yourſelf, and in direct Contradiction allo Puch as; 
the Council of Nice, who (to expreſs the 008" D. ind 


e ge . being derived from the Father as * One Ly" 14 ſpe, 


Clarke's [not, as The Light] is derived fil inction 
Rep'yto Another Light,) uſed the Word 6440800 eck ) 
nh conſubſtantial, in Oppoſition to A 5 
Fiend, T&TEnG-, which ſignifies of One To 


= . CE coo fon 

DUAL Subſtance. And you are very earn 

about individual Efſence,s” and © fingular Eſ-Pref. pag. 

ſence; of which there are no Footſteps in , 

Scripture. And your whole Argument, (as I Books 756. 

have largely ſhown above,) if it proves any 

Thing, proves that the Son is in no Senſe 

(whatever the Word Pexfon be underſtood to 

ſgnify, more than the mere relative Denomi- 

nations of one and the ſame Perſon ſuſtaining 

different Titles or Characters;) I ſay, your 

whole Argument tends to prove, that the Son 

is in 10 real Senſe a diſtindt Perſon from the F 

ther, And then you approve of the School- 

manner of ſpeaking, that the Three Perſons pag. 10. 
* are, Tres MODI ſubfiftendi, Three MODES of 

| fſubſiſting; and yet you abbor ſuch apag. 11. 

h Thonght, as to intend Modes indeed, when 

bel Wi you ſay Modes; but you uſe the Word analogi- 

ir ah, that is, without any Meaning at all: | 

ere Wi Whereas Bp Bull clearly acknowledpes that res Defenſ. 


R—_— 
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oy 


ing S glaris per ſe ſubſiſtens, in rebus intellectu re-Sef. 2. 
- ditis 2 7 5 h an individual Thing wg 
ther Nor Being,) ſubſiſting by itſelf, is, in Things indu- 

ion, Wed with ee the ſame as Perſon. And 

beſe n Order to ſupport all this ſtrange Confuſſon, 

din bor which there is no Manner of Ground in 

e 10 Nepture,) you think it ſufficient to Repeat over 

the Bind over again a mere Jargon of Words out of 
e School-men ; not indeed Words, but mere 

1 ends without any Senſe or Signification at all. 

o uch as; © Amongſt us Men, Perſonalitas eff bag. 10. 
Son Diftin®io wins ab omnibus alis in eadem Natu- 

Le 14 ſpecifics, ® 45 e. Perſonality is the Di- 

tro BWinGion of One from all Others in the ſame 

00 Wecrfick Nature ] But © the three Perſons, * 


. Real Diſtinction of Three in the ſingular 
Elſence of God, (in the individual Eſſence of 
od, fo you expreſs it in the ſame Page,) are 

: M 3 & Tres 


* 
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I Tres Modi ſub{iftendi, Three Modes of ſubſiſ. 
"ing; yet not Modes © wmwocally, ”” but 

_ © enalopricallly. © © For, Oficanm & Uſus Modi 

Me. 11. * 'eft, non componere, ſed diſtinguere; Sic etian 
Modus ſubſiſtendi in Deo non componit, ſed di. 
finguit mam Divinam Ferfonam ab alid, 

i e. I he Office and Uſe of a Mode, is not to 
compound, but to diſtinguiſn; So alſo a Mode 

ot ſubſiſting in God, doth not compound, 
* but diſtinguiſnes one divine Perſon from An 
other ;]“ So it is, Modus eminentialis, an emi: 

_ *© nential Mode. Again: To theſe Words df 

the Doctor, if the Titles and Attributes were ſpoken 

—- f One and. the Same individuai Subje@, it woul 
| Follow, (the Father being that whole Subject.) tha 
the Son were nothing elſe but the Fotber bimſelf; 

lat · 21. the Reply you make is, Ut Perſona diſtngu- 
A tur ab Efentia, fie Proprietates Perſonales diftnt 
ginnt ab Eſſentialibus, [i. e. As tit 
* Perfon is diſtinguiſned from the Eſſence, 
* ſo the perſonal Properties are diſtinguiſhel 
© from the eſſential Ones: ] And upon: thi 
Diſtinction you allege, that the Titks 
and Attributes mentioned in the Texts befor. 
te cited, are eſſential [»ot perſonal ;] * 
longing to the Deity or divine Eſſence, and ſo i 
« Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt : That 180 
ſay; the Words J, and Me, and Him, and H 
only; are not (you think) perſonal, but fign! a 
fFy each of them the Three whole Perſons of F- Cnve 


. | ther and Son and Holy Ghoſt, Again 5852 
= „ Credimus mam eandemq; Perſonaium, licet pit 50 Ht 
= $82. 21. 6. rium, inſinitam Subſtantiam ſeu Eſſentiam; Pi: at 


ter totam eſſentiam divinam poſſidet, totam ta- . 
* men & Pilim, & Spiritus ſandus: ii. e. 2 
* We believe One and the ſame infinite Sub 
& ſtance or Eſſence of the ſeveral Perſons * 


\ cad 


— —— — — — 
P * nate lf — 


F 
4 Father poſſeſſes the whole divine Eſſence, 
« and yet the Son alſo poſſeſſes the Whole, and 
© the Holy Spirit the Whole. ] And again: go 
* Juſtice, Holineſs, Goodneſs, and other Attri- bas. 34- 
 butes of God, are Really his Eſſence, and not 
* diſtin from it, but ouly in our Conception: I am 
© Underftanding, ſaith God, Prov. 8, 14; and 
„God is Love, 1 Joh. 4, 8; (As if Salomon 
and St John meant literally that Underſtanding 
or. Love was a Subſtance.) “ Cave fis ne Perfec- 
* tiones Dei cogites eſſe Accidentia, aut diſpoſiti- 
* ones qua ſdam ab Eſſentia verè diſtinctas, eandem 
* acceſſu ſui modificantes ; uti id obtinet in Crea- 
| © tris, qua vecipiendo Adjuncta quadam in ſeſe, 
* eo ipſo majorem quaſi Perfetionms gradum conſe- 
* qmtur, dum acquirunt quod in ſeipſis non poſſi- 
| © debant : © [i e. Take heed leaſt you ima- 
* gine the Perfections of God to be Accidents, 
* or certain Diſpoſitions truly diftin& from 
* the Eſſence, and modifying it by their Ad- 
dition; as it is in Creatures, which, by re- 
* ceiving certain AdjunQs in themſelves, do 
* thereby obtain as fit were a greater Degree 
* of Perfection, whilſt they acquire what 
| © they did not poſſeſs in Themſelves. *] 
You acted very judiciouſly, in for- 
bearing to tranſlate theſe Admira le School- 
Axioms into Engliſh ; For undoubtedly they 
convey into any Man's Mind juſt as much 
Senſe, and are juſt as intelligible, in ang uw 
Mow! Language, as in any known one, But, 
that which is more material, and worthy of 
your more ſerious Conſideration, is; whether 
theſe dark ſcholaſtick Notions w. ich you are ſo 
fond of, be not more agreeable to ſome of the. 
Doctrines of Valentinus, than to the plain and 
taly Expreſſions of Scripture. Some of the 
otions of Valentinus are thus expreſſed by 
| | M 4. Te: tulliau: 


0 


Plolomæus,. . Nominibus & 
Numeris Bonum diſtinctis in 
Perionales Subſtantias, ſed extra 
Deum dererminatas ; quas Va- 
lent inus, in ipla ſumma Divinita- 


ti ut ſenſus & ad fectus & motus 


1ocluſerat. due. Valentin. 5 4. 
LAnd does not Itenæus allude ro 
Ihis, when he ſaith; Unum 
euaderq; omnium. Deum PA- 
TREM laudantium, & non A- 
lium atq; Alium, nec; ex diverſis 


Diis aut virtutibus Subſtantiam 


habentem. Lib. 2. cap. 2. § lt.? 


Et tamen quem ſolum volunt, 
dant ei ſecund am in ipſo & cum 
ipſo verſonam, Ennean, quam 
& h tin & Sigen inſuper nom 
naut. 5 7. 18 


Parit—— Sige; & cvem pa- 
rit Nus eſt, ſimillimem Patri & 
Parem per omnia, 164. d nb- 
1 ent Nev, GuntovTe Y le- 
n TroCRAom Apia Henæum 


10. I, cap. 1 | 
1 


of Silence. 


1680 


Tertullian: Ptolomy, - ſaith 
he, diſtinguiſhed the Names 


and Numbers of bis ons in- 


to perſonal Subſtances, extrin 
fic to tbe Deity z which Va 
ÞJentinus ſuppoſed to be ir 
ternal within the Deity it 
felf, as certain Modes, A, 
fections, or Powers, A. 
gain: Which [ Firſt Pri. 
ciple] though they affirm lin 
to be Alone, yet they ſuppoſe 
there 1s in and with bm 
a ſecond Perſcy, which 
they call Mind or Under- 
ſtanding, and alſo Low, 
and Silence. And again: 
Silence, ſaith he, bring 
forth; and the Mind whicb 
She bringeth forth, is it 
all Things like and equal t0 
its Father, [to bim that 
emitted it or produced it ou 
thele blind Notions of the 


old Heretic hs, whom Jrenaus ſomewhere deſcrids 
28 Fhantaſma habentes Idololat ria, and to whom dt 
Fobn not im probably alludes when he ſays, 1 
Joh. 5, 21, Little Childs en, keep yourſelves from J. 
dols; 10 (Icarmot but think) the 1.0 leſs blind No- 
ions ot the modernSchool-men.(whoſe Underſtands 

ings; were clouded with a dark impenetr- 
ble Miſt cf falſe Metaphyſicks,) have been ei. 
tremely injurious to the Simplicity and Plains 
of the Gotpel of Chrift, and one of the great 


Hindrances to1:s 


Propagation in the World. 


7 13. But © Ve can never (you ſay)argue what 177 be 
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argue | 
Under] 
confide 
ing can 
he very 


ave bee: 


benfible 
Nature 
Thin; 
and at 
els certa 
owing 


Ind other 


moſt inc. 
leftroy | 
long to 
ence, I 
mites of ( 
ire demo 
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What Re 
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bainſt t] 


My of 
ot allow 


Wdence 


C 
ture [as That of God,! any otherwiſe than by 
the Scripture-Revelation-” For How knows. 17. 


be phat muſt needs be or what cannot be, in 
an Eſſence which he cannot underſtand ? * Andes. 21. 


again: Whether this be ſo, or no, we muſt 


argue from Scripture, which is deſigned for our 
Underflanding ; and not from the divine Eſſence, 
confidered in itſelf, which no humane Underſtand 
ing can ſearch into. I anſwer, Firſt ; This is 


hevery Thing the Dr contends for, and ſeems to 
ave been the Deſign of his whole Book, to ſhow 


t all Queſtions of this Kind ought to be deter- 


nined by Scripture, and not by the abſurd Meta- 
bykcks of the School-men, But ſecondly ; The gene- 
al Propoſition, in the Mamer you expreſs and 
ply it, is by no Means true, that we can never 
gue what may be or may not be in an incompre- 
benſible Nature or Eſſence. For though in ſuch 
Nature there may be, and certainly are, na- 
y Things which we neither know nor under- 


and at all; yetit may be, and is, neverthe- 


scertainly true, that we are very capable of 
owing, that ſome Things muſt neceſſarily be, 
Ind other Things cannot poſſibly be, even in the 
moſt comprehenſible Nature. Properties that 
leftroy each other, we areſure, can no more 
long to any wiknown, that to any known Eſ- 
ence, Upon this Foundation, the ſame Atti i- 
ates of God, which are declared in Scripture, 
re demonſtrable alſo by right Reaſon; His 
mnnenfity, his Azowledge, his Juſtice, his 


0dneſs, and the like. And if this be fo: 


mat Reaſon is there, why the Incomprebenſi- 
Ieneſs of the divine Eſſence ſhould be alleged 
bpainſt the Evidence of One Attribute only, the 


my of God, his perſonal Unity; when it is 
ot allowed to be of any Weight againſt the 
Wence of any other perſonal Attribute, his 


perſonal 


perforal Under ſtanding, Knowledge, Power, Gul.) 
neſs, or the like? Theſe Attributes vou love 


Nag. 17, 
21, & 39. 


pag. 25. 


Pag. 28. 8 


Pag. 35. 


” | . 


v .,\ 55 0 OE © 


— 


hem ea, 


ſhift 
indeed to call Efential, rather than Perſun! 


You 
But, tis evident, they are as truly Pero, Nvorſhi 
as Hſential; For no reaſon can be given why, 0d, a 
to Underſtand, to Know, to Will, to Ad, are nt Reid 
as properly perſonal Powers, as to Beget. dimiliti 
n * DoQrin 
The Two Texts, Rev. 1, 8, F am Alpha and nough, 
Omega, the Beginning. and the Ending, ſaith the ods, wp 
Lord, which is and which was and which is to com, Wh 7 
The Almighty: And Rev. 11, 17, © Lord Gol Wit One 
 Aimighty, which art and. waſt and art to cone end we 
Theſe two Texts you cite Three ſeveral time, bon 3 
as clearly and undoubtedly ſpoken of the Sn; Nin: 
without taking the leaſt notice of, or atteny Lord, — 
ting to anſwer the Arguments, by which the Node a1 
Dr proved (in his Scripture- Doctrine, pa 62 Neain, 1 
and 66,) that they are certainly ſpoken of the WMed;ato 
Father only. This is not uſing your unleamed ef. 
Reader fairly. ES ts mer o 
. | 1 2,1; C 
The Texts, 1 Tb. 3; 17, 12; and 2 5.23 ag. 5. 
16, 17; and Rev. 5; 11, 12; I have conſiderel But 
above ; pag. 149, and 151. x i 
5 | bro 
The Texts, Heb. 1, 6; and Luke 2; 13,1% , reſye; 
I have alſo conſidered above; pag. 153. * as thi 
1 | | * on th 
You cite the Text, Matt. 19, 17, Ther "WM tribu; 
None Good, bat One, , that is, God: without K Ange 
taking the leaſt Notice of, or attempting “ ..,, 
anfwer, the Arguments which the Dr alley * relati 
at_ large upon That Text, to prove that 1 Ange 
Words were all Perſonal; in his Reply to * being 
Nelſon's Friend, pag. 29. is a very caly le “ G,,, 
thod of arguing indeed, to repeat the Comm and 


fon perpetually, aud as conſtantly leave by 


eniſes, upon which That Concluſiog depends, 
o ſhift for themſelves © 
You © cannot but fear (you ſay) that This, pag. 36. 
worſhipping the Father as the One Supreme 

od, and the Son as Mediatour only, | © 75 the 
Reviving the Doctrine of Demons,” What 
dimilitude This Doctrine has to the Heathen- 

Doctrine of Dæmons, St Paul tells us plainly 

nough, 1 Cor. 8, 5, There be that are called 

ods, whether in Heaven or in Earth, (as there be 

ods many and Lords many: But to Us there is 

It One God, the Father, of whom are all Things, 

ond we in Him; and One Lord, Feſus Chriſt, by 


cs, bor are all 1hings, and we by him. And a- 
ain: Epi. 4, 4, There is One Spirit, One 
7 Lord. One God and Father of all, who 2s 
the 


above all and through all and in you all. And a- 
gain, 1 Tim, 2, 5, There is One God; and One 
Mediatour between Nod and Men, the Man Chrift 
Jeſus, See Mr. Medes Comment on the for- 
mer of theſe Texts, in his Diſcourſe on 2 Pet. 
2,1; cited in Dr Clarke's Scripture-Dodrine, 
We. E EN” 5 
But you cannot hut fear — that we may go pag. 36. 
„ en to the Worſhip of Angels, Archangels, 
3 Thrones, Principalities, &c. according to their 
„ Teſpedive Characters, Fowers, and Offices.” For, 

as the Son of God receives a higher Worſhip up- baæ · 37. 
on the Account of his bigher Actions and At- 


tributes relative to Us, ſo may Archangels and 
hout & e 1 . | 
. gels receive a lower I. orſhip upon the Ac- 
; . nt of their inferiour Adions and Attributes 
1 5 relative to us. And What will binder the pag. 38. 
Angels, when preſent in our Aſſemblies, 


rom 

1 being the Object of our Worſhip, as n 
, Guardians, upon the Account of that Character 
and Relatien that they have to Us, which 7s 
oe ere ea Eeimnet 
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Nag. 36. 


bath Commanded that bis Son ſhould be worſhipped. 


= 


* made the Groumd of our Worſhip ? And whm 
Hall we flop ? You know, "Theſe Queſtion 
have been Often anſwered : And therefore ya 
add : © To This it has been anſwered on behalf 
** of Dr. Clarke, that theſe Angels and An- 
angels are Creatures e & 6vTov, But dil 
you never hear of any Other Anſwer ? Did y 


ring o 
ours t. 
ware of. 
at rel: 
longs C 
hat reli 
Media 
[drator. 


never hear of an Anſwer made By Dr Clark ni paid 
his on Books, as well asof Anſwers made Tur as u. 
bim? Did you never hear, that God has * con-iſhatſoev 
manded, that to the One only Mediatour of Hu ought 
Own appointment, every Knee ſhould bow, and that e doing 
He has expreſsly forbidden the paying of Wor Miſomnand 
mip to Angels or any Other Mediatours, whom 

Men (contrary to the Command of God) ſe ut the 
up for Themſelves, by Will-worſhip and Vo © A 
tary Humility, intruding into thoſe Things wh ln 75 4 
they have not ſeen, vainly puft up by their fleſoy iini; Unide: 
and not holding the HEAD, &c? I am apt tobe ſome 
afraid, that Mens changing at any time (upon? in 1 
their own Hypotheſes) the Manner of No Poe, 
exprelsly appointed in Scripture, ought rather water. 
be ſuſpected as a breaking of the Fence, and Y to the 

| | | giving Mtat10! 

ted. In 

2 25 | —Wivays: 

* To Nav g me? re dvay tür, d if it 
Im dee me. T7 dh aurors dm Ts i mas For 
Ses 70 Tmuada: Fay d i avvumpicy 9 Ta eas. W 
FAijory Mei Ts noe, amIiCoun In dm d dial y 4 
eaUTD 70 nuader ine , nan my vi, u ui 
MEAN TY eg. Origen. contr. Celſ. lib. 8. That 1; ever 
We demand of Ceſſus concerning thoſe [ Demons and Heres of G 
which they worſhip, | what Proof they have that the Sur" Mature 
God hath appointed them to be worſhipped : And if, in kt Ke of G 
, they put to Us the ſame Sefton concerning Jeſus; - 
we can ſhow that God Hath appointed Him to be worſppel; . Onderft 
© That all Alen fhould honour the Son, even as they hon Wie not A4 
« the Father,” And Cyprian, De Bono Patientiæ: Pa pon his Y 


Deus præcepit filium ſuum adorari ; i. e. God the Fab 


e +: 4, 
ring occaſion for the introducing: of Other 
ours than careleſs and ignorant Perſons are 


ele - - * 13 
are of. Falſe Worſhip, is either the giving 

* religious Honour to a Falſe God, which 

i ongs only to the Tre God ; or the giving 


bat religious Honour to a Fiditious Mediator 
Mediators, which is due only to the True 
Ldiator, Mediatorial religious Worſhip cannot 
paid to God Himſelf, neither abſolutely, 


Fre; as united to any Other Being or Perſon 
„ hatſoever. Either therefore Mediatorial Vor- 
Hy ought not to be given to Chriſ at all; or 
hate doing of it muſt be grounded upon the 


mand of G od, 

% But the Generation of the Son, you are ſure, 

1 by © Necefity of Nature: And, Genera- pag. 36. 
zich ton 75 Neceſſary to the Divine Eſſence, as much bag. 37 
a Underflanding and Intellect can be. Surely, 

is ſomewhat too preſumptuous to be peremp- 

in This; if you conſider what Reaſon, 


we, and Antiquity ſay concerning this 
1e atter. In Reaſon ; if Generation was Neceſ- 
as to the Divine Eſſence, there would be no 


Imitation of the Number of Perſons fo gene- 
ted, In Scripture; the Begetting of the Son, 


—Wivways mentioned as an Ad of the Father; 
zm if it were Neceſſary, an A@ it could not 
nM; For Adion and Neceſſity are contradictory 
e Whatever 4e by Neceſity, does not 


ur 47, but is indeed only Aﬀed upon, 
ſhatever is Neceſſary to the divine Eſſence, is no 
8 of God, but is the Reſult of that Neceſſity 


ure by which he Exiſts. The Omnipre- 
am; re of God, the eternal Duration of bis Being, 
7 Underſtanding, his Knowledge of every Thing, 
honour 


not As of God, becauſe they depend not 
jon his Vill, but ariſe from the ſame Neceſi- 
| ty 


2 


of his Vill; becauſe tis Vill only, that cons 


wil. 


; ö E —_ ; d * 5 ; 
ty as his Exiſtence itſelf: But whatever is u The! 
AF of God, whatever can with Truth be ofthe Lor: 
firmed to be Done by Him, muſt be an 18 


Was © 01 
ſtitutes and denominates an Agent. So that i nothing 
the Vill of the Father was not concerned i Text eit 
the Generation of the Son, it would not be ¶ proves t 
true Affirmation that the Father be gat the dna Hal 
any more than it can truly be ſaid that he & Lawfulr 
gat or gave Being to his own Reaſon, or Lud. i juſtly d 
ſtanding ; But, on the contrary, the Father and, 10, 
the Son would Both be as equally. ſelf-exiſm Devil: 
as tis equally neceſſary for God to be an in vr Pur; 
ligent Being and to Be at all. Laſtly, as to AntynWithoz ſer: 
ty; the Doctor has (I think) ſhown clearly in hi all ſube 
Scripture-dotrine, pag. 280, that almoſt all tie vill pro 
antient Writers of the Church, are in tit will 
Point clearly and profeſſedly againſt yu is due to 
And yet, without taking the leaſt Notice ry Fer / 

any of theſe Things, you write as if you ha alt toy 
never heard there had been any Controverlſiſſitte Tex 
about this Matter, or had not ſo much as u ace; 
the Arguments alledged in the Books van, Hin 
write againſt. „ --- tn 
St Auſtins quibbling Queſtion + upon taWVorſhip 
Head, Utrum Deus Pater ſit Deus volens an no"Meiven h. 
[ whether God the Father himſelf be God w karth; 
or without his own Conſent ;| is ſtrangely "that he 
fide the Purpoſe, For the Queſtion is 1 iren to 
whether the Son was begotten. with the Coat beard of 
of the Father; (as the Sum riſes and lets Wg bat wor 
the very good Liking and Conſent of Men; ale the 
as God's Onnipreſence and Eternity, which *ithat Go, 
by Neceſſity of Nature, are well-pleafing to him bominic 
but whether the Son was begotten, -(.*" Knee, 


$Auarn, volmtate,] by an AG of the Fate 


Th 
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The Text, Matt. 4, 1o, Thon ſhalt worſhip pag. 38, 
the Lord thy God, and HIM only ſhalt thou and 23» 
e; you refer to again, and depend upon WE 5 
Wis one of the moſt unanſwerable. And yet 
nothing can be more evident, than that this 
Text either proves ot hing to jour Purpoſe, or 
proves too much. For, either the words, Hin 
uh halt thon ſerve, are not excluſtve of the 
Lawfulneſs of ſuch ſubordinate Worſhip, as 
buy due to Chriſt, | Dan. 7, 14 Phil. 2 ; 
, 10, | though moſt wyuſtly claimed by the 
Devil: And then this Text proves nothing to 
your Purpoſe. Or elſe the Words þbim only ſoalt 
thoy ſerve,] are excluſive of the Lawſulneſt of 
all ſubordinate Worſhip; And then the Text 
vill prove too much for your Purpoſe: For then 
it will follow, that Chriſt, if Any Worſhip 
is due to him at all, muſt be HE, muſt be that 
wry Ferſon, of whom the Law ſays, bim only 
halt tho ſerve + Becauſe the expreſs Words of 
the Text are, not, His Eſſence 5 not, his Sub- 
flance; not, his Being; but HIM, his Per- 
in, Him only ſhalt thon ſerve. | Li 
When the Devil alledged, in order to have 
Worſhip paid him, that he had a Dominion 
eiten him over all the Kingdoms of the 
Wirth; the Senſe of our Lord's Anſwer is, 
that he knew nothing of any ſich Dominion 
yen to Satan or any one elſe, nor had ever 
tdeard of any other Command than This, Tho, 
alt worſhip the Lord thy God, and Him only 
balt thou Serve, Does this at all prove, 
that God c6uld not give to Chriſt a real 
Dominion, and command that at his Name eve- 


N Knee hond bow ? See above, p. 138. 
8 Ta Joh. 


W 
pag. 30. ee Joh. 5, 18, The Jews ſoug t to hill in 
1 ny becauſe he ſaid that God was his Father [0 
© Ta i %, | making Himſelf equal with Gul 


Which Inference (you ſay) had had no H Hol 
* tence, if it had not been a KNOWN Thig was tl 
F*. that the Son of God was of the ſame E Direct 
© ſence, and ſo equal with the Father. I kr. 
was reaſonable to expect, that you ſhould he dare ſ 
have taken ſome Notice of a large Diſertatin verſy 
which Dr Cl. wrote upon this Text, in Arif ours 1 
{wer to a Suppoſition (not much unlike to m . pray, 
in this Place) made by Mr Nelſon's Friend tue Pri 
„„ viz, that the Jens MUST have bad a Nita (as app 
0 x. Kc. But you think (it ſeems) that the ban Seriptur 
ſors Repetition of an Aſſertion, though never {oa re the 
Friend, ſurd, is a ſufficient Anſwer to all the Reaſon i through 
Paz. 132+ the World, Ie Of mer Pa 
| pear ( 
T — about 1] 
7998 275 any thi 
3 . CE chan th 
1 Have now. gone through your Book, with which A 
1 out omitting any Thing I was ſenſible ca tge, 
by any reaſonable Perſon be thought at all WW it was « 
. buy 2 the Prief 
_ I ſhall conclude with taking Notice of 199}; ſhould 
very remarkable and important Paſſages M ways 76 

your Preface. Fj „eg, 
The One is as follows: This Reue d prieffs 
[which God has made to us in the New Teſt fray conti 
„ „ ment,] is (you ſay) 2 for the Leon of 
et Pag. cc Man, that we might addreſs ourſelves to the ; heaventy F 
; * and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, j9 © 
< Spirit of Revelation in the Knowledge of H 
* Eph. 1, 17. And our Creeds and Form Jl — 

*© Worſhip are compoſed agreeably to this Anif A 
* ſtation of the Trinity. We are to draw W 9 


MD. 33. 1 
ie 6 : 


$ 


nil 
1 


_ ** TO the Father of our Lord Jeſus of 


* - 


VVV 
* md, in Him, Our Father; THROUGH the 
* Merits and Mediation of his only Son our Sa- 
* biour; BY the Help and Aſſiſtance of His 
Holy Spirit which he has given us.” Never 
was there-a truer Repreſentation made, of the 
Directions the Goſpel gives us in this particu- 
r. And had you kept uniformly to this; I 
dare ſay, there could have been no Contro- 
rerly betwixt you and Dr Clarke. Our Sis 
ours Direction to his Diſciples, was; V hen 
ye pray, ſay, Our FATHER. The Practiſe of 
the Trimitive Church in the Three firſt Centuries, 
las appears by the *Paſſagescited in the Doctor's 
Seripture-Do@rine, Part II, S 44,) was to di- 
rect their Prayers uniformly to God, the Father, 
through his Son Feſus Chriſt. Even in the for- 
mer Part of the fourth Century, it does not ap- 
bear ——— the growing Diſputes 
about ipeculative Matters, ) that there was yet 
any thing more put into their publickLiturgies, 
than the general Doctrines of Chriſtianity in 
which All agreed. In the 3d Council of Car- 
le, to prevent Innovations then ariſing, 
pit was decreed, that when _ 

the Prieff ftands at the Altar, Ur cùm ad Altare affiſticug 
be ſhould direct his Prayer Al- Lemper 755 Patrem dirigatur 
ie ch Father, it n . 

this Day, the Church in her ſolemn Exhortation 
to Prieſts at their Ordination, directs them to 
ran continually TO God the Father, BY tbe Me- 
Gation of our only Saviour Feſus Chriſt, FOR the 
heavenly Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, The ſame 


2. 
15 was 4 s 4 ; 
R m—_ Y 1 4 2 > 


* 


. „ 


* To which may be added that of Irenens, lib. 4. 
rf”: 33. In Des Omnipotente, pcr Feſum Chriſtum, offert Ec 
and lea; „ The Church puts up her Prayers to God Al- 
mighty, through Jeſus Chriſt. 5 : | 
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© DireQion is attually obſerved in much th 


ey e ene e e BC fac 
h every pA ta og be has row BY b Gb 
Expreſuons are antients) as th 1 h ©; 8, eth 
in his Scr ipture- Doctrine, Furt III, rv * the Fa 
ES 5 1 4 The Learned - Bill, . 6 ſow, O 
In omnibus Catholic Eccles Notice 1 12220 17 or Fow 
preces pleaſes ad fn Tr. Pitten, that wen at r x ow 
preces pleraſaz ad ipſum 1. Day, in all the Latargies of a/ 
trem] dirigimus Seck. 2. cap. the Gatholick Charch, "MOST 1 
97 815. „f the Prayers mt direlel 
r 5 of t "Wy 44 R And ONE \YT 
* the to God, 4be Father. F ſoever 
ens e Nn e ora Abe obſerve h 
F 
| i 1 Hays he,) ä 5 50 Lea Cod, t. 
dee ee eee OR 
ed on All Hands confeſſt ed to be WY 105 1 don on 
aul to contain the Order of Worſhip obſs 


| . 3. 8 s « Seripty 

* the Faſtern Churches before the Tee of Conftan 
* fine, ————all the Prayers e urea e Natur 

; ; 2 | 1 (c + GOD, in the Name d 
T That je, to che Father; as (e his Son Feſis Chrift, 4 
zppears _ty the following tbey are (ſays he,) Gol 
e e 

fame thing, when (in the Paſlage'T t 


, Practif 
you ſay, * Our Creeds and Forms of W vrllip a fake, 
[ generally indeed they "are, ht eget , eaſily 6 
wares clearly ſhow that 1 du na vo that th 
thought they odd uniformly" dr. Nen, All De 
« ajreeably rothir Mandfefaton of 0757 Paal and Al 
een we. ee en en ee en e 
* of ci Lord 'Feſns ri, and, + Reb cannot 
Huber; THROUGH "the Aeris me by rm Oo? of 
<0 of His only Son our Saviour; B Spi too ca 
ec Help and Aſſiſtance of i His Holy Rs Truth « 
<-which he "bas given 16. Had hs 2 “by in t 

Foundation - been regularly kept to; the vel Hates al 


. and D. 
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3 . 3 
ſpiites of this Kind among Chriſtians, Had been 
1 WY cntirely cut off. For whether the Son and Ho- 
nl {5 Ghoſt be equal, or not equal, to the Father; 
WH whether they be the ſame; or not the ſame, with 
hr the Father; whether they be really diſtin Fer- 
n, or not really diftin Perſons, but only Modes 
+ Wl or Powers, 1mproperly called Perſons; whether 
o the Son be conſubſtantial to the Father, or not 
ST confubPantial, whether conſubſtantial ſignifies 
1 WY Prdrviduality of Suhſfance, or only Derivation of 
of nf Subſtance from Another; and which way 
n {ocver innumerable other ſuch Queſtions be de- 
"|. Wl termined; yet, to worſhip unitormly the One 
Cod, the Father Almighty, even our Father whic9 
bin Heaven, through the Interceſſion of his only 
n our Lord Feſus Chriſt, in the Manner the 
u. Seripture directs; and, with regard to the 
11488 Nature of the Son and Holy Spirit, not to be 
of viſe above what is written, but to confine our 
ſelves (at leaſt in Creeds and publick Prayers) 
to the clear and uncontroverted Expreſſions of 
Acripture concerning Tbem and the Honour due 
unts them; This (I ſay) is undoubtedly, upon 
all poſſible Hypotheſes, right and ſificient in 
Practiſe, without Any Danger of Errour or Mi- 
fake; being what All ſincere Chriſtians might 
eaſily and moſt ſafely agree in; and indeed all 
that they promiſe at their Baptiſm: Whereas 
All Determinations beyond theſe clear Truths, 
and All publickly impoſed Praiſes, built upon 
h Determinations, Always have been, and 
cannot but be, Matter of Hiſquiet to the Conſci- 
ences of many pious Perſons, and (unleſs Men be 
ids too careleſs and indifferent with Regard to 
a Truth or Errour in Religion) will unavoida- 
bly in their Conſequences be the Cauſe of Di- 
ſtates alſo and Contentions in the Church of God. 


NS 0; 


9 ( 1800 i 8 


ormer Ages, from the Time of the 

| BO, Nite to the Reformation; and ge- 
nerally alſo in the reformed Churches; no Fr 
rour has been accounted more odious, than 
that of denying the Real Perſonality of the Son 
and Holy Spirit diſtin& from the Father. But 
of late Years, many very learned and eminent 
Men have in their Writings inclined to an 
Opinion not muck unlike that of Sabellius ; that 
the N- and webna, the Word and the 
Holy Spirit of God, are not Real Perſons ſubſiſt 
ing diſtinctly from the Father, but Modes only, 
or Manners of Gods manifeſting himſelf, ſpoken 
of figuratively and improperly as Perſons x 
intelligent Agents. Nevertheleſs ; however Theſe 
differ in the Premiſes, (as it cannot be in this 
imperfect State, but Men will entertain diffe- 
rent Opinions, unleſs by Authority they be c 
ver-ruled from having Any Opinions of ty 
own at all; which is indeed having no Re l 
gion at all;) yet in the Concluſion, which is , 
more Importance as relating more nee 
to Practiſe, they muſt of Neceſſity, in Con 5 
ence of their own Doctrine, agree with 
Clarke as to the main Iſſue of this whole Que 1 
on. For if the Son aud Hoh Spirit of _ 
Real Perſons ſubſiſting diſtinctly from on © 
ther, then it is evident that they muft 0 8 
ceſſity be ſubordinate to him; and if ſo, p 
alſo no leſs evident that whatever nee 
paid to them, muſt of Neceſſity be as ae 
nate, as are their Perſons or Offices pes 
Hut if, on the other Side, they. be not Kea 2 
Jens ſubſiſting diftinaly from the Fark, 125 
only Modes of God's manifeſting himle! Fa 
the World, how eminential ſoever thoſe 1 ; 
be; then it follows of Neceſſity, that the 5 
having 20 real and true Perſonality any ok 
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wiſe than as being incarnate, can no otherwiſe, 
be an Object of Worſhip, than as a Man in 
whom God dwells and maniteſts himſelf after 
the higheſt and moſt exalted Manner: And the 
Holy Ghoſt, having no real Perſonality at all, as 
not being an intelligent Agent really diſtinct 
fromthe Father; cannot, properly, be an Ob- 
je8 of Worſhip at all, becauſe Perſon only, (in 
the real and not ſcholaſtick Senſe of the Word,) 
is the Object of Worſhip ; and Modes, Qualities 


Jor Attributes, (how high, ſingular, or eminential 


ſoever,) ſuch as are the Reaſon and Miſdom of 
God; however excellent and truly adorable, 
yet are not capable of having diſtindt Applica- 
tion made to them in the way of Honour or 
Worſhip, as intelligent Agents. Here therefore 
let every reaſonable and ſincere Perſon, eſpeci- 
ally every Learned Man, who knows what was 
the Practiſe of the primitive Church; lay his 


Hand upon his Heart, and ſay, whether this. 


be not a Matter of Importance enough to de- 
ſerve ſerious Conſideration ; and whether He 
does not think it deſirable, that in every Chri- 
ſtian Country, the Governours of the Church 
ſhould, whenever it can be done in the Spirit 
of Peace and Meekneſs, review carefully the 
Forms of humane Compoſition uſed in the ſo- 
enn Worſhip of God; eſpecially ſuch as are 
known to have bcen compoſed in the moſt dark 
and ignorant Ages of the Church, between the 
Beginning of the fourth Century and the Times 
of the Reformation ; and endeavour to bring 
them as near as poſſible to the Practiſe of the pri- 
mitive Church, and, above All, to the expreſs 
Words and Directions of our Saviour and his 
Apoſtles ; fo as to be altogether unexceptiona- 
ble to all Chriſtians ; which tis impoſſible the 
Grines and Decrees of later Councils can be, 
8 N 3 without 


the Holy ** the Merits and Mediation of the Som, and 


GT... 
without an infallible Authority. I add here 
Reflexions the Words of a very good Writer : ©* I conclude, 
141m ** ſays be, with this moſt undeniable Truth 
| a ** that if we direct all our Praiſes, Prayers and 
concerning Petitions, primarily to the Father, through 
Tr). © by the Aſſiſtance and Guidance of the Ho) 
Spirit; our religious Worſhip will moſt 
certainly be conformable to the Golpel-ſtyle 
and Preſcriptions; which, whatever Opin: 
on be trueſt in Speculation, cannot but (in all 
** Hypotheſes) be acknowledged to be ſafe and 
te ſufficient 1m Practiſe, „ 


bag · + Tt. DE OE. N 
particular Notice of in your Preface, is This: 


** The common People, whoſe Souls are as precious 

« to Him that purchaſed them, as the Souls of the 

© moſt lea ned Criticks, have not Opportunity to 
_ & ſearch into, nor Ability to make a Fidgment of 
3 the Performances of Learned Men on either 
Side And it is not the Will of our Father which 
is in Heaven, that Une of theſe little ones ſhould 

e per iſß, through Ignorance of theſe fundamental 
Intibs, or throngh Errors contrary thereto, 
ce for Want of this Kind of Learning, I cam 
«« therefcre but think that He, whoſe Wil its 
A that the Poor ſhonld have the Goſpel preached to 
« them, bas given us Ways ſuitable to their Or 

4 nacities, to eftabliſh them in the Truths thereof. 
This alſo is excellently ſaid. But now, what 
is the true Inference from hence? Does it fol 
low, (as Dr Fells argues in his Book againſt 
Dr Clarke,) that, becauſe the common People 
cannot make a judgment of the critical Per- 
formances of Learned Men, therefore the) 
are implicitly to follow each one the Sentt 


. „ . A quence 


The Other remarkable Paſſage I would take = 


fron of their own Teachers? But the Conſe· 


know: 


Diſtinctions well known among Chriſtians? ” But 


8 


quence then is obvious and notorious, that All 


Religions are equal, and conſequently no Reli- 
gion true at all. What thegefore muſt the com- 
mon People, who are not able to contend about 
divers Readings and Criticiſms, * do? Muſt 


they (as you well adviſe them,) © bleſs God Pref. pag. 


for the good Tranſlation of the Scripture, which 4. 
they have, into a Tongue which they uuder- 
4 fand? Undoubtedly it is their Duty ſo to 
do: But not to lay any ſtreſs upon the Tran- 
ſation in ſuch Paſſages, where, by the Ac- 
knowledgment of learned Men, it is confeſ- 
fed to be erroneous ; or where, by the Debates 
of learned Men, it appears to be ambiguous. 


What then muſt they do, with Regard to 


ſuch Points of Controverſy © Muſt they © an- 
* fyer the Pretenſe of Scripture” by plain g 


what if thoſe plain Diftintions, as you call 
them, be really very obſcure ? as in this very Caſe, 


where you yourſelt (as I have ſhown * above,) . jug. 145 


entirely miſtake the plain Diſtind ion you ſpeak 
of, and which you intended to cite from Biſhop 
Bull. And what if a Diſtinction well-known 


| among Chriſtians, be yet really without any true 


Foundation? For well-known, is nothing more 
than prevailing or having become cuſtomary in 
particular Times or Places; Which many right 
and many wrong Diſtinctions have equally done. 
What then muſt the common People do? 
Muſt they, in the laſt Place, depend upon 
a plain S;ripture- Argument (alleged by fome 
particular Writer of Controverſy) © for the 
*. Truth of what they haue been taught ? ” But 
what if that plain Scripture-Argument proves 
aftogether inconclufive? as I have here ſhown 
that yours really does. And why muſt that 
which Men have been tangbt, that is, whatever 
n N4 Opinion 


„ 


Opinion happens vulgarly to prevail in any 


particular Time or Place, always be the Con · 


cluſion laid down, for which ſuch Proofs muſt 
be brought from Scripture as can be found; 
and not rather the Scripture it ſelf be imparts 
ally ſearched into, in order to find There what 
it is we ought to conclude to be the Truth? 


Thus there has been a Time, when abſolute a 


unconditionate Election and Reprobation was al. 
moſt univerſally among Proteſtants the TRUTH 
they had been taught. And plain Scripture- Arge 
ments were perpetually alledged in Defenſe of 
that Truth, from Texts which generally in the 
Tranſlation itſelf, and Always in the Origin, 


were nothing to the Purpole. And when the. 


Doctrine was ſhown to be contrary to the H. 
ſential Attributes of God, as well as to the whole 
Tenour and Deſign of the Goſpel ; there were 
plain Diftmaions well-known among Chriſtians to 
prove that the Words, Juſtice and Goodyeſs, when 
applied to God,. did not ſignify Fuftice and Goodneſs 
indeed, but No-body knows what. ſomething enim. 
tial, ſomething tranſcendental, ſomething whereof 
the Words ſpoken conveyed no Idea. Since there- 
fore this Way of Reafoning, neceſſarily ends ei- 
ther in an inextricable plexity, or in the Roniß 
Concluſion, that Religion is nothing but what 
Cuſtom and human Authority happens to eſtabliſh; 
What then, (will it be asked of Me,) is the 


TRUE Inference whichTIthink ought to be drawn 


from that excellent Poſition of yours, [vis. 
that ice the common People, whoſe Souls are as 

precious to bim that purchaſed them, as the Soul 
of tbe moſt learned Criticks , have not Opportut- 
ty to ſearch into, nor Ability to make a Fudgment 
of the Performances of learned Men on either 
Side; and ſince tis not the Will of our Father 
whicb is in Heaven, that One of theſe 1 
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ſvuld periſh, through Ignorance of theſe fundamen- 


15 
on. n Truths, or through Errors contrary thereunto, 
wit n want of this Kind of Learning; therefore it 
nd; ¶ mot be thought but He, whoſe Will it is that the 


fror ſhould have the Goſpel preached to them, bas 


hat ien 18 Vajs ſuitable to their Capacities, to eſta- 

th? bi them in the Truths thereof? If (I ſay) it 
e demanded, what, in my Opinion, is the true In- 
al- erence that ozght to be drawn, and neceſſarily 

TH WWollows, from this excellent Poſition of yours, 

. ich I think to be indeed one of the great and 

e of of fundamental Truths of Religion: I anſwer; 


t ſeems to Me to follow, that the common 


nal, people, according to the true Deſign of the 
the Wi olpel of Chriſt, are to place their Religion, 
E- rt in adhering to the Notions of any parti- 
ole lar Party of Men, or of any particular Place 


Line (which unavoidably puts All Religions 
pon the ſame Level:) but in adhering to that 
faith, into which our Saviour commanded his 


neſs biſciples to be baptized ; that Faith which was 
. SW'zached to all Nations, and has no Difficulty of 
eat ang nnderftood by Perſons of all Capacities, 
Ic" iz, that God bas appointed a Day, wherein He 


ill judge the World in Righteouſneſs by our Lord 
e Chrift, and reward every Man according to 


tat be has done in the Fleſh, whether it be good, 


u; WW whether it be evil: That, therefore, they 
the Wiuſt, in continual Expectation of that great 
n ar, live ſoberly, righteonſly, And godly in this 


reſent World; loving the Lofd their God [the 
"ne ſupreme Maker and Governour of the U- 
verſe] with all their Hearts, and their Neigh- 
urs as themſelves; and having Aſſurance (an 
Uorance continually ſealed” to Chriſtians in 
detyo Sacraments.) of the Remiſfion of paſt Sins, 


ther pon true Repentance and Amendment of Life, 
” ropgh the Interceſſon of our only Saviour Fe- 


ſus 


CCC 
us Chrift, and by the A ſiſance and Sanjcaj 
of the good Spirit of God: And 1 
Matters of Indifference, of Decency and Cu 
in Rites and Ceremonies and the like, they mu 
peaceably obey the Commands of their Supe 
ours upon Earth. This. is the Summary d 
what the Apoſtles preached, as the great Tmth 
of the Goſpel, and as the Terms or Condit 
ons of Salvation, in a Way ſuitable to the(z 
pacities even of the pooreff Men: The Gras 
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God, ſaith St Paul, Tit. 2, 11, (that is, the Mm eve 
ſpel) that bringeth Salvation, hath appeared 0 bare 
All Men; teaching us, that denying Ungodind8ple a 
and worldly Luffs, we ſhould liue ſoberly, rb n cor 
and godly in this preſent World ; looking for bat the 


Bleſſed Hope, and the glorious appearing of t 
great God, and our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, M; 
This everlaſting Goſpel is ſo expreſt in that I 

of ſound Words, which every Chriſtian at 
Baptiſm profeſſes to believe ; and in thoſe 
mands, which he then undertakes to obey; tis 
there needs No Learning, No Skill in divers Ru 


ings and Criticiſms, to underſtand it. The gi e grea 
Rule, by which Chriſtians ſhall be judgel abliſh, 
the laſt Day, is as eaſy to be underſtood Mlareſs, 
the meaneſt Capacities, as by the moſt La de d. 
ed: And one of the firſt Principles of Chrildhilore 
anity is, that as Humane Authority cannot e una 
miniſh from, ſo neither can it add to That Antes, 
It is commendable for every Chriſtian, ſo tar") def 
He has Opportunities and Capacities of (ol (whi 
it, to gain continually more and more Ra lion 
ledge, by the Study of Reaſon and of rin kkeit 7 
And *tis the Duty of Learned Men, to ende antries 
vour to explain Things, as far as is poſſible, l have 
the Unlearned: And in indifferent Mate per, 11 
ſuch as Rites and "Ceremonies, and erg tte e: 


Thing of that Nature; it is the Duty EY 
| e parti 


„ 
teular Church to ſee that Things be done 
auh fand in Order. But in Matters Funda- 
al to Faith and moral Fractiſe; as the bap- 
mal Creed and Commandments have always 
n preſerved in the univerſal Church, with- 
any material Variation; fo it could not 
theft ſerve the Ends of the Goſpel of Chriſt, 
keep alſo every other part of the ſolemn 
ip of God, free from all ſpeculative Dift- 
tres, from Matters of Diſpute and Contention, 
m every thing that is of uncertain Meaning 
Id hard to be underſtood. Becauſe when once 
tople are taught that any Part of their Reli- 
n conſiſts in what they znderſtand not, in 
hat they cannot judge whether it be true or falſe, 
ether it be 77ghtly explained to them or erro- 
wh; the Conſequence preſently is, that 
Weir Religion becomes to them ſuch as is ta- 
op only by Chance or by Cuſtom or by Party 
by Dependance upon Humane Authority. Which 
lings being of the ſame Weight in all Conn- 
in all Jges, and in all Religions equally ; 
e great Defign of Chriſtianity, (which is to 
abliſh, not an external and political Form of 
Wareſs, but an inward and effectual Perſwaſion 
e Mind and Conſcience) is hereby in great 
Wore neceſſarily fruſtrated. And either 
re unavoidably ariſe perpetual Debates and 
Ypites, which (where they meet with ill Tem- 
rs) deſtroy Chriſtian Peace and Charity; or. 
W (which is of much worſe Conſequence to 
fligion) there prevails an univerſal blind and 
plcit Ignorance, as (at this Day) in moſt 
Wtries which call themſelves Chriſtian. 
have here propoſed to you what I thought 
Oper, in Defenſe of that which I take to be 
UM and antient Opinion concerning the Do- 
. Fs ctrine 


Ctrine of the Trinity; that is, concerniul 


onr Lord, and in the Holy Spirit of G 


Whatſoever, (if J had full Authority fo to di, 


with what is antient and unexceptionabl 


our Belief in the One Supreme God and Fi 
ther of All, and in Feſus Chrift bis Only $ 


Yet would I not for any Conſideratig 


put any Pait eicher of Dr Clarke's or an 
Man's Explication of this Matter, into an 
Creed, or Prayer, ſo as to offend any Pala 
who thought that the Doctrine and Exp 
fions of Seripture (in which we All agree 
had more truly another Meaning and It 
plication ; but ſhould be very deſirous tox 
quieſce in thoſe Antient Forms of ſoult 
Words, which were in Uſe before Contron 
ties of this. Nature began. How far it my 
be reafonable, or the Duty of private Fe 
ſons, with all Modeſty and Submiſſion 
ſuggeſt to the Governours of the Chun 
inch Conſiderations as theſe, I will not pre 
fume to determine, I ſhall conclude wik 
I thought fit to lay before Jon in partic 
lar, with the Words wherewith Dr Cs 
concludes one of his printed Letters. Co 
the Proteflant World but have- Coup 
„to part only with Things confeſſell} 
© ſpurious ; and, in point of Practiſe, (qu 
* eſt omnis Controverſiæ Caput,) be cont 


* upon All Hypotheſes, (as. the firſt I 
** formers wonld ce; taiuly have done, ba 
Greek Learning been at that Time f 
* red, as Latin was;) All Debates 00 
« ſpeculative Matters might either well be | 
&« aſide, or (like other Points of Learning) 
e continued without any Injury to Religion or G 


& rity. The Peace and Unity of the Curl 


n be 
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n be ſecured but Two Way: : Either by tha 
ern Charity, and W ug learned Men ; 
u iberty of examining Things; which is 
WL TE Proteſtant and. Chriſtian Method: Or 
e introducing with Force an univerſal Igno- 
ww ance 3 vhich is the Method of Popery. 
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To the Author of 4 Book entituled, 
The True Scripture-Doctrine of 
the moſt holy and undivided 
Trinity, contidued G. 


$1 


„H E Temper and Good Spirit, with 
= which both your Fiſt and Second 
T Book have been written, afford 
great Reaſon to hope, that Many 
— tber, after Tour Example, will 
© by a diligent Study of the Holy 
Kriptures, endeavour to arrive at a more exact 
and p:rfe& Underftanding, -than has generally 
been attained, of ſeveral important Texts, 
which from tlie Times of the Fourth Century 
(through the Prejudices ariſing out of Scholaſ- 
tick and Syſtematical Divinity,) have not by 
the greater Number of Writers, either before or 
ince the Reſbrmatioft, been conſidered with 

O ſufficient 


ſufficient Care, and impartial Attention to the 
true Meaning and Intent of the ſacred Penmen. 
The Errour, which ſeems to run in General 
through your whble Bock, is; that yo NI 
the Meaning of Texts of Scripture, not fre 
the Words of the Texts themſelves, but from H, 
potbeſes framed by Writers of the Faurth and 
Fifth. Centuries (whoſe Comments and Authority 
in other Caſes no Man regards, any further than 
their Reaſons have Weight ;) and from ſcholsſ- 
tick Notions of later Ages, to which you con- 
ſtantly endeavour to accommodate the Texts as 
to a Rule of Interpretation, inſtead of conſide- 
ring what from the Texts themſelves, and from 
the Scope of the Context, appears plainly to be 
the Senſe and Meaning of the inſpired Writers, 
| £ To proceed therefore to the Texts in Partics- 
ay. 5 15 | 


Mat. XIX, 15. There is None Good, but On, 
ele, One Perſon, ] that is, God. 


Ihe Queſtion, upon this Text, is; "whether 
the Word (eic, One,] does not fignify One Pr- 
Jon or Intelligent Agent. I ſhall not here yeped 
the Arguments, by which Dr Cl. has proved 
at large, that it muſt neceſſarily ſo ſignify: But © 
thall only briefly take Notice of what you ad- I 
vance anew in your Vindication. 


The Dr affirmed Reply to Mr Nelſon, p. 40, . mY 
that One Being, [though the word, eit, can il wen 
not poſſibly be fo rendred,] © when ſpoken 7 
* of an intelligent Agent, is the very ſame 3 foil! 

one FBerſon, *? To. This, your Anſwer 172 th 


W 

bag. 3 5] that if the intelligent Agent has 
hut one Subſiftence, as a Man, or Angel; one - 
Being, ſpoken. of it. is ſubjectively the ſame 
with one Ferſon: But where the intelligent 
Agent has more: Subfiſtences, there One Being, 


+ WY © fpokenof it, is ſabjetirely the ſame with _ 
Yi * the Plurality of Perſons contained in it. 
5 Now, to underſtand how weak: this Anſwer is, 
ts the Reader needs only obſerve, that between 
ö * Being and Subſiſtence there is no other Difference 


but This, that the One is an Engliſh Word, and 
the other a Latin One. So that to ſpeak of 


[OM | . = o 

9 dne intelligent Agent or Being. having more 

: rm r than one, is ſuppoſing that Cue Be- 
ing has more Beings, or One Exiſtence more Ext» 


ences, than One. Which, I ſuppoſe wants no 
A . LE. 

This is ſo clear, that you acknawledge (pag. 4, 
the Notion indeed of a Perſon,” and an intelli- 
* gent Being, in Relation to Creatures, is the 
ſame; becauſe each ſuch intelligent Being, is 
* SUPPOSED'to have but one Sub hſiſtence: 
Tis then but a SUPPOSITION, it ſeems, not 


ther 2 &rtainty, that every one individual Subſſtent 
Py. er Exiſtent, which is the Notion of Being, has 
-peat but One Su ſiſteuce or Exiſtence:] —— © But the 
el Notion © Perſon (you 859 and an intelli- 
But gent Being, in Relation to God, is not the 


Same.“ That is to ſay; when we ſpeak of 
Cod, and ſpeak of Him as an intelligent 
Agent; we muſt not mean what our Words 
ebe ſſarily | ſnify, if they have any Significa- 
tion at all; : but our words muſt be equivalent 


can- 
ken only to mere inarticulate Sounds: Thus when . 
e Jou ſay there is in God © a Plarality of Subfift-"** 


ences, you do not mean Sub ſiſtences, (becauſe 

he Fgliſß of that Latin Word, is Beings, ) but 
you mean (as far ascan be underſtood from 
84 . 


| pag: 3. 
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your Words) nothing at all. How this tends to 


the Honour of God, or to what Uſe or Purpoſe 


it is to ſpeak of Him in this Manner, (which 


the Scripture is very far from doing; never gi. 
ving us the leaſt Hint or Example of ſpeaking 


concerning God in any other Manner than ac. 
cording to the known and iſral Acceptation of 


Words,) I cannot poſſibly conceive. 


You repeat your Aſſertion, that the word, 
tic One, ] in this Text, may refer to a con. 
** ſequent Subſtantive, namely to d Sede. But 
this is evidently impoſſible, becauſe then the 
Text would be a Tautology, There is Non 


Good, but One God, which is God, Unleſs you 


mean to render it thus, There is none Good, i. 
un eie 6 Deoc, but the ond God; as you after 
wards do, pag. 7 and 8. But all men who 


underſtand Greek, know that the Words can. 


not poſſibly bear that Rendring. For not, ß 
o Droc, but d e 9x0c, ſignifies, The One God, 
Juſt as, not »440!G- d Secs, but d . wes 
ſignifies, The Only God. Md - Gebe, ſign 
fies, God Alone ;, and, eis d Jeòs, ſignifies either, 


One which is God, or, God which is One: Not, 


God which is One God, (for that's a mere Tauto- 
logy;) but, God which is One Agent or Perſon. 
Nor did any Writer ever ſay, ti ö dug, 
but eig «r.9e@n -, or © e «1, JewTG-, when He 
meant to expreſs, One Man, or the One Man, 
The ſame Errour you fall into „ Pag. 13 
where you abſurdly tranſlate the words ot 


- Origen, e ud tis d Dees d be, but One God 


the Father 3. As if Origen bad faid, not, «&, 


Sess, but, £75 Sec, or d ec 905 ; and had not 


meant, (as he plainly does) One, which is God, 
even the Father; but One God the *. 
, 2 


eds © oo RI 
ory, in Oppoſition to any Other God the 
ls to Father, 


ach The Word, sdels, No one, (you contend, )pag- 5 and 
£8 neceſſarily refers to #9g@7G- or c or the like, 9- 
King and is not ſignificative of Agent or Perſon in ge- 
 ac- rveral. But then the rendring of the Text will be, 
of Wi No Man is Good, but God only : Which Conſe- 
| quence you own, pag. 7; and defend it pag. 89 
by a parallel Place in our Engliſh Tranſlation, 
1 Cor, 2, 11, The Things of God knoweth no 
Man, but the Spirit of God. Which is defend- 
ing one Errour by another. For the true rend- 
dring is, The Things of God knoweth no one, (or, 
noPerſon,) but the Spirit of God. And the Words 
in the preceding Verſe, Tis &1de@nor, what Man? 
do not prove (as you ſuppoſe they do) that the 
ſame word is reterred to in the following; but 
the contrary. For the Apoſtles Argument is by 
Way of Oppoſition , If even among Men, no one 
knows Ancther's Thoughts; mich more the Thoughts | 
of God, can no one, uo one whatſoever, Man or 
Angel or cther Ferſon whatever, be able to know, 
unleſs God reveals them by his Spirit. But ſup- 
poſe the Word, & e, could be referred to 
in this Place; can it be ſo in all Others ? Can 
it he ſo in that Paſſage which you cite, pag. 6, 
Tees how, There are Three that bear Record in 
Heaven, the Father, the Word, and -the Holy 
Ghoſt, And there are Three (Tee) that hear 
Witneſs in Emth, the Spirit, ard the Water, and 
the Blood? Can the Word, Zen, be referred 
to in either of theſe Sentences? In the Former, 
(to which you give no Anſwer,) the Tei, tis 
evident, can be nothing but three Perſons : 
And in the latter, you are forced to contradict 
yourſelf in expreſs Words : For whereas you 2 
affrm, pag. 9, that the maſculine Adje- 
5 p OY ", 008. 


A 
<< ive always reſpects either #1327 g or d, 
* or ſome other Word of the ſame Meaning 
and Gender; the Language requiring that 
the Gender of Adjectives be determined by 
* feme known Subſtantive to which they re. 
„ fer: in This Place [pag. 6] you fay di. 
rect on thecontraty, * A Maſculine Adject 
ive placed abſolutely vithent any antecedent 
«* Stbſtantive, may ſignify either Thing or Be. 
ing; as, Tet tim", There ate Three that 
bear Witneſs in Earth, the Spirit, and the Va. 
« ter, and the Blood: Where Tecic, is a Mal: 
„ culine Adjective; has No' antecedent Sub- 
« ſtantive; and yet the Three ſignified are nt 
* Three Perſons.” All which, as it is an Inco- | 
feftency with your ſelf, ſo tis a great Miſtake in 
Undiufſtanding the Conſru@ion of the Paſſage 
For the Three here ſignified, are not merely 
Things'or Beings, (which the maſculine Adjett- 
ive cannot poſſibly denote,) but they are 
Ihree Ferſons, three Perſons bearing Witneſs: 
The Vater and the Blood ſignifying, not mats 
rially and literally Water and Blood, but fig 
ratively the Jerſon bearing Teſtimony at the 
Water, and the Perſon ſhedding his Blood: For 
which Reaſon, - and which Reaſon only, the 
Word re is uſed, and not rei. For though 
the Nenter Adjedtive abſolute, may ſometimes 
_ elegantly be uſed of a Perſon; (as, Varim & 
mita' ile ſemper Tamina, becauſe every” Perſon 
w likewiſe a Thing or a Being; yet, on the 
contrary, the Maſciline Adjective abſolute, cam 
not poſſibly be uſed of a Thing or Being, (un. 
leſs that Thing or Being either is, or is repreſented 
as, à Pyr ſon ;) becauſe, every Being is not aPerſ0v. 
But to ſatisfy you further, (if there be an) 
Need in ſo plain Caſe,) that the proper and 
only Signification of the Maſculine _— 
Or 8 _ jeftiv 


„ 
jective abſolute, is Perſon ; you may be pleaſed 
to conſider the following Paſlages - 3” 

Aveiv Ye G, SN 0 pv NH, ö dl &. 
Eripid. Helen. v. 65 2. ſpeaking of two Per- 
ſors; a Man and his Wife. 

Ocken mv ty Thd" M MAANNGY VERGO!, 
Id, in Alceft. v. 513. 5 3 

Neouvs A d mvT” Exovre — ver. 607. 
——K  \ gw 

Nec Jew , Twd\' omilluwfeas vergo", 
WT, 635, 1 : 

AM & on vexgav Gurl 05 TWd” ingtens ; 
der. 716. 1 

Amide, uit Ae THI" Us NL venger. 

ber. 729. | 
In every one of which Places, the maſculine 
word 5 ve the Dead Perſon, and & M- ve 
another young Perſon, means a Voman, Alceſtis 
the Wife of Admetus. Of the ſame Kind, 
are the following Paſſagesin Plantus. Mil. Glo- 
roſ. AF. 3. Quis ea eft? And Epidic. Scen. 4, 
Cuicum 2 And again, Lyon ibat. And Scen. 
alt, Sed quis ea eff Mulien? And Ciftell. AG. 4, 
Sen, 2; Hec eff © quis? And, Ds es? ſpeak- 
ing of a Noman. And Rud: At: 4, Scen. 4, 
Quaquis es, que &c, Alſo 1 thoſe Expreſſions, 
TW Ge, frequently in Homer; and (Thad. 
©, ver. 45 5, ) TAuyevre Xkecu &, ſpeaking of two 
. And in Ari ſtophanes, T Trοο 2, ſpeak- 
ing of a Yoman, in his «u«2ayax?, Scen. 2. And 
Wain, neu TY Sec co enzort, of a Woman. 
As to the Latin, Perſona ; the Difference be- 
tween that which is ſignified by the Latin word 
Prrſora, and that which in Exgliſb is expreſſed by 
the Word Perſon, and in Latin or Geek by the Maſ- 
aulme Adjedtive only; the Difference, I ſay, isclear- 
ly This. One and the ſame Perſon cannot poſſi- 
bly be more Perſons than One; He can be no 
| O 4. more 


ſtinct intelligent Agent, 


8 tow much ſoever ycu in vain labour 


and the ſame individual Agent. 
Pag. 6. 


8 
more than *r'« Uns: But He may at the ſame 
Time be as many P:#ſone as you pleaſe; He 


may bea Father, and a Sou, and a Fudge, anda 


Gopei now, and a Subject, and a Maſter, and 1 
Servant ; and yet continue all the while but One 


and the ſame Agent or P:rſon. Thus God, even 


the Father of All, can be no more then one r- 
ſon; he cannot poſhbly be more than EH Ln; 
And yet at the ſame Time, he may be, and is, 
Mapy ferſone; He is the God, and the Lord, 
and the rather, and the Maker, and the Be 
ei ver, and the Governour, and the Fudge of 
All; and yet, all the while, but one Perſon, 
Ncw thereiore, if the So of God be not a d- 
but only a different 
Perſona, from the Father; it follows unavoid 
ablv, that as a Father and a Fudge, (when ſpo- 
ken of One and the {ame Man,) though they 
be two Perfone, yet are but One Perſon only; 
ſo God and the Son of God, (if by Bath be 
meant only One and the fame individual intel. 
gert Agent,) though they be two Perſone, yet 
will neceſſarily be but One and the ſame F- 
fen. Which if you allow, (as the Reverend 
Dr Bennet has exprefly done,) then your Noti- 


on evidently falls in with Socinianiſm: And if! 


ycu den it, then you directly give up your 
main Aſſertion, of their being Both but on 

To add: d , emphatically taken, relates 
to or,” But this allo is very abſurd. For 
then the Meaning of, 9c £5w d &, would be, 
(od is the God who 1: Whereas evidently the 
true Rendring of it is, God is He (or That Agent 


vor Fr ſen) who (by way of Eminence) is or exiſt 


He is both 1d ov The Being, and ö &v Theliung 
Perſon. Which two diſtinct Manners of ſpeak- 


10 


th col 
undeni 


your N 
| The 


prove 
7 as 
in Ma 
had be 
Cod. 
ly Th: 
poſe,) 
(and t. 


To 
ads 
Merhe 


eren t] 


(lemen 
Lars 
thus, 
which 
ther ( 
[ate ( 


8 


- „„ 
% confound them, will for ever ſtand an 
undeniable Demonſtration of the Erroneouſneſs of 
your Notion. But of this, more perhaps hereafter. 


| The Arguments you allege, pag. 10, do all 
prove This only; that the words, [but God on- 
/] as our Tranſlators render, © A £6, ö Voc, 
in Mar. 2, 7; are the ſame in Senſe, as if it 
had been literally tranſlated, but One, that is 
God. But they do not prove, (which 1s the on- 
ly Thing that would have been to your Pur- 
poſe,) that this Latter is not the true literal 
(and the other only a Faraphraſtical) Tranſlation. 


To the Dr's Obſervation, that Ireneus 
reads or explains this Text thus, 45 & .de, 6 
meThe kv r Spovote, There is One that is Good, 
eren the Father which is in Heaven; Fuſtin and 
Clemens Alexandrinus thus, d vr 4s d e Teig x- 
exicie, My Father which is in Heaven ; and Origen 
thus, 6 9265 d Ta7H2, God even the Father; to 
which, Novatian adds the Word, Solum, the Fa- 
mer Only; and you yourſelf (pag. 13) tran- 
late Origen s Words thus, God the Father Only : 
Jo all this, I ſay, your ſhort and plain An- 
yer is; that the Father which is in Heaven, God 
men the Father, and God the Father Only, is both 
Father and Son, | Your Words are; pag. 11, 
. H the Expreſſion, My Father which is in Hea- 
„ ben, ſo appropriated the Term, Good, to the 
Lerſon of the »Father,j &c.“ Pag. 17, He 
. lrenaus] includes the Word in God, notwith- 

ſanding the Addition of the Term, Father.” 
and pag.” 19, © It appears then, —— that «5 

15 and TxTie | FATHER, |-—— were 


4x, SEAM 


Te Learned Bp Pearſon was of another Mind, In vain (ſays be) | | 
that vulgar Diſtinean applied unto the Explication of the Creed, 
| whereby 


4 4 5 tha, 


EY \ 6 202 ) | 
* never intended to exclude the Son. 1 
| this be true, (that the Perſon of the. Father, e 
ven the Fatber Only, includes the Son likewiſe 
there's an End indeed, of the Queſtion be 
tween the Dr and you; and, in Truth, a 
End of all other Queſtions whatſoever. | 
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Mar. XII, 29. The-Firf. of All the Comma 
ments, 7s; Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord our Godis On 
Lord. [or, the Lard ou. God, even the Lord, 


Lor r don e 
is One. 5 0 CF 

Ihe Queſtion between the Dr and you, 5 N 

upon this Text, is; whether by, the Lord Gul, Wo 

be meant the God and Father of All, or the bat Go, 

whole Three Perſons. N if te 

3 ih to In Proof of the former Interpretation, the For | 
cl. Dr alleged the whole Scriptures of the old and . th 
2-45 new Teſtament, and particularly thoſe Texts 7 ; 
which in expreſs words define the One Caf + 7 


be the F ther of All, Eph. 4, 6; andthe Father, 
of whom are all Things, 1 Cor. 8, 6. Like to 


8 BY * 2 BY = : : 1 4 8 Gs 4 —— 
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where by the Farher is conſidered both perſonally and eſſentially; tt 
janally, as the fifſt in the glorious Trinity, with Relation and Opp 
fition to the Son; eſſentially, as comprehending the whole Triniq, 
. Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. For that the Son is not here compre 
hended in the Father, is evident, not only our of the original or occi- 
\ ion, bur alſo from the very Letter of the Creed, which reaches u 
to believe in God the Father, and in His Son, For if the Son were l. 
clnded in the Father, then were the Son the Father of Himſelf, 4 
therefore when I'fay; I beliere in Feſus Chriſt his Son, I muſt bete 
farily underſtand the Son of that Father, whom 1 mentioned in the 
fiſt Article; ſo when I ſaid I believe in God the Father, I muſt as he- 
ceſſarily be underſtood of the Father of Him, whom Icall his Son in 
the ſecond Article. Pearſon on tbe Creed, pag. 32, Edit. 4th. lich 


=” 652030 
id, is that Expreſſion of our Saviour, Joh. 8, 


y Father, — of whom ye ſay that he is your 
15 D: And that of St. Peter, Acts 3,13, The God 
of 


our Fathers hath glorified HisSon Feſus. If Feſus 
the Son of the God of our Fathers, t is plain the 
oof our Fathers 1s the Father of our Lord Feſus 
brit In like Manner, in all thoſe Texts 
ted in Dr Clarke's Scripture- doctrine, Part I, 
Mand Fart II, S 55,) where the Three Divine 
en are All mentioned together; it being 
em that the Perſons who in one Place are 
led. Father, Son, and holy Ghoſt, are the 
Three that in other Places are ſtiled, God, 
on of God, and the Holy Ghoſt; or, God, 
s Chrift, and the Holy Ghoſt;] and conſe- 
ently that the Terms God,] and | the Fa- 
er, | are put promi ſcuouſly for each other; it 

Mows clearly, even to a Demonſtration, © 
bat God, in Scripture-Language, is not him- 
It the Trinity, but the firft Perſon of the Trinity. 
For Proof of the latter Interpretation, 
z, that the Lord God ſignifies the whole Three 


God, or God ſimply, though ſpoken of the 
Hrſon of the Father, are not 10 limited to 
lim; as to exclude the Son from being really 
Cod, and ſubſtantially one with the Futber. 

Now here the Reader muſt obſerve, that by 
te Son's being really God, yon do not mean 
at He has really that Dignity and divine Autho- 
h, upon Account of which He may juſtly 
td properly he ſtiled God; (which is very con- 


hes Us Ment with the Father's being Alone ſtiled, 
re i. N Way of Eminence and Supremacy, The One 
"2 0d;) but yon mean, that the Son is individu- 


h That One God, which the Scripture ſays is 
Father of All, And by the Son's being 
Wfartially One with the Father, youdo not mean 
. 955 that 


trſow, you allege that the Terms, Ons pag. 21. 


Pag. 15. 


Pag. 21. 


that he is (as the Nicene Creed expreſſes 


lect together the principal Paſſages of yu 


And then your Aſſertion is plainly This, tl 


Futber is ſpoken of under the Title of Gd 


62040 


i Tis B, TH maTess. FROM the Subſtas 
of the Father; (For This will not neceſlarh 
introduce That identical Equality os Confuſimyy 
contend for ;) but yon mean, that he is, (1p 
vc ioc T8 1&7 ec) That Subſtance itfelf, the individy 
Eving Subſtance of the Father himſelf, even Th 


very Snbſtance which is underived and nnbegotim 


That is to ſay, (I think,) that He really] q 15 
(though we muſt not Call him) the Father, = F 
That I may not here miſtake or feem to i © San 


repreſent your Senſe, I ſhall in this Place 


wbole Book, wherein you ſeem moſt plainly t * 
expreſs your Opinion upon this Point. God 
« The Father (you ſay) is called The fl ler 
© God, — to exclude any other ff Fn A 
© Rut not to exclude the Son from the Godhead, — 


[By the word Godbead here, and in all other t 
like places, the Reader will obſerve that yo 
mean (otherwiſe you would differ nothing ti 
Dr Clarke) the individual Godbead of the Fathe 


when the Scripture ſays, the Father is Th! G 
God, it does not at all mean that he is Th-01 
God, but only that he is The One Father, orti 
Ons firft Perſon. | _ BIO 

„Though the Term, Father, expreſſed 
* underſtood, excludes the Son from being ti 
&« fame Perſon with the Father; yet the Ten 


© God or One God” [in thoſe Texts where ti 


the One God,] does not exclude him [the S0, 
« from an Union in the Godhead.“ [Thats 
ſay ; though the Scripture, when it calls! 
Father by the Name of Father, does not mag; 
the Son; vet when it calls the Father by i 
Name cf God, or the One Gal, or the One 4 


( 2050 N 


le Father, then it does mean both Father and 
Aa; the Son being included in the word God, 

ceſſarij ovgh not in the word Father, in thoſe very 

enn faves where the Father is ſtiled God oven the 

900 uber. Some of your words next following, 

1 1 oe this moſt plainly. ] 5 8 

a a elf the Expreſſion, my Father which it in ag. 11. 


Heaven, ſo appropriated the Term, Good, 
to the Perſon of the Father, as to exclude 
the Son, c. [Here, it ſeems, He whom 
ur Saviour calls, M/ Father, (that is, the 
uber of the Son,) is himſelf both Father and 


eally | 
E 

tom 
lace co 
F Jo | 


in He LIreneus] includes the Word [or Son] in peg. 17. 


God, notwithſtanding the Addition of the 


- 0 Term, Father,” And again: The words 
15 ff e [One] and rr [FATHER were pag. 19. 
be never intended to exclude the don. [That 


Ito ſay, directly; God the Futber, means, 
ith Father and Son. , 1 | 
He ¶Novatian] joyns the Term Father, 
with God and Only God. But he ſhows by 
this Addition, that the Term Only is ap- 
plied to the Father, not as He is God, but 
as he is Father. So that the One or Only 
Cod, the Father, jo Unis Deus, Pater; not, 
$ you point it wrong both in the Latin and 


gat yol 
g fro 
Father 
8, tha 
he On 
he On 
ol il 


Pag. 23. 


* gliſh, Unus Deus Pater, One God the Father, 
0 ports no more, than the God who is alone 
ether, excluſive of any other Fathers.” 


L [hat is, again: When Novatian (and St Paul) 
m, that the Father is the One God, they do 
ot at all mean that He is the One God, but on- 
that he is the one Father. They do not (it 
ems) mean that he is, by way of Eminence, 
one God ; though St Paul explains himſelf 
adding the Words, who is Above all; and No- 
in by adding and continually inſiſting u _ 
t 


Ou True God, but only that he is tbe On 


bag. 38. 


P42: 39. 


the words, underived and mioriginated; ii 


of Abſoluteneſs and Supremacy in Power and / 


Nee) 


Words he everywhere uſes, 'as plainly ern 
ſive, not of mere Futernity, (as you wiſh yg 
Reader weuld underſtand them, pag. 24,) 


U eee 
When Epiphanius applies the Words, (i ui 

&AySivos Sees, The Only True Gad,) «to the 
** ther, as he is Father ; this does not excly 
** the Son from being One with the Father, 
< bets True God, but from being One with hi 
% as He is Father : Which muſt-ever be done 
[That is to ſay, again: When Epiphaniu (i 
our Saviour Himſelf, Fob. 17, 3) affirmth 
the Father is the Only Tue God, they do notats 
mean that He is (by way of Eminence)! 


. £1572 eee 

In 1 Th. 1; 9, 10, Chriſt is ſtiled then 
of the Living and True God. The Living and l 
God, (you acknowledge,) ſignifies, in 
Place, The Father: He is the Sen ef 
Living and True Gad the Father. And 
it cannot be granted (you ſay,) that the Fat 


* is contradiſtinguiſned from the Son as . 41) 
< ving and Trae God, but 28 Father ; which e 
implied, though not expreſſed.?* That u Hh 
ſay : Though the Premiſes-muſt*needs be . © 
"lowed to be undeniable, yet the Concliſon d whom 
not, muſt not by any Means be grand that 
Though the Apoſtle does indeed expreſel on u 
firm, that Chriſt is the Son of the Li . lu 
True God, yet he does not, he muſt not me Agai 
that he is the Son of the Erving and Tru: Oy” 05 
as is expreſſed ; but only the Son of the Ful 8 0 
as is zmplied. ] nt ee Hs * 
One and Only, joined with God, is no! 


« ſonal Character of the Father, and fr 


ess) 

does not exclude the Son. One and Onh, 
pined with Father, is indeed a perſonal, Gha- 
fader, and excludes any other Father, and 
by Conſequence the Son from being the Fa- 
wer. But This is a different Expreſſion from 
the One and .Only God, which excludes from 
the Divinity, and cannot affect the Son:who 
oY is God.” © {That is: when St Paul ſays, 
there 35 One God and Father of All, he fices not 

jean, there im One 'GOD. and Fatber of All, 

tonly, There is One FATHER, and Father 

* That the True God” [the Only True God, are 


tle primarily attributed to the Father. 

bas been alleady granted. And that the 
Term Father contradiſtinguiſnes the. Perſon 
of whom the Words are ſpoken, from the 
perſam of the Son; is equally True. But 


ſtinction to the Sou, is what the Sentiments 
ot the Antients concerning the Term Onhy, 
— ſuffer me not to believe. That is, 
gun; you are forced to grant, in expreſs 
lands, Both the Premiſes; and yet, with- 
any Heſitation, you gravely deny the 


Mcluſion. 


whom there is no Other God. Shewing (you ſay) 
that all pretended ſaperiour Deities, not the 
den who is Subordinate: to the Father, were 
acluded from the only God. | 


u Places where the Father is fliled the Only 
Hates to the Term Father, the Term Fa- 


de is fo appropriated thereby to the Fir/ 
N | _* Perſon, 


ie Words of the Text- referred to, 18 4 Ji Pag. 


that the Only True God is uſed in Contradi- 


God, and the Only Eord God, and the like,] 


pen -Irenans (a) s, Who [the Father] art pag. 40. 
the Only aud the True God; he adds, Abote © 


Again : your © Anſwer (Jou ſay) is.” If Only, 2-8 54. 


pag. 55. 


Pig. 64. 


* God, who is the Father in the f/f Subſiſten 


One God the Father, as He is the Perſon of l 


5 


3 _-- 
* Perſon, as to exclude the Son from being th 
* Father, But if it! [the Word, Onh,] x 
late to the Term God or True God, it i; 
* tributed to the Subject in ſuch Manner ; 
not to exclude the Son from being the Oue In 
* God, but Idols only, [ That is, as befae 
When our Lord and his Apoftles affirm that ty 
Father is the only tĩne God, they do not ati 
mean that he is (by way of Eminence) Th 
only True God, but only that He is the only In 

Father.) 5 1 
Again; The Father is not contradiſtingi 
& ſhed from the Son, by the Character of the li 
ving and True God, but by that of Father: N 
* this is the full Meaning of the Citation a 
« of the firſt Epiſtle to the Theſſalonians, ch. 
<< yer. 9, Ie turned to God from Idols, to ſeru tl 
« Living and True God, the Father; andio vt 
e for bis Son from Heaven. Where the Livin m 
True God is uſed in Oppoſition to Tdols only 
and not in Contradiſtinction t6 the Sor. — 
< And the Term Fatber implied, is in Oppo 
<-ſition to and excluſive of the Sox.” [Tix 
is; Chriſt's being the Son of the Living and Ti 
God, does not ſignify his being the Son of th 
Living and True God, as is expreſſed; but all 
of the Father, as is under ſtood.] 


& I do not know who —— ſays, that! 
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in the 


« Father, is the Son? But to ſay that the 08 i paſſe: 


of the Godhead, is the Son in the ſeco S ferent 1 
e ſiſtence; is, «I think; not contrary to Sold elfery! 
c ture nor Tradition.” PTo the beſt of MI, © — 
Apprehenſion, theſe words have no oi the Perf 
poſlible Meaning but This; that the On? bat is, 
be Father when he is ſtiled the Perſon of Þ 

5 7 T0 e Fatt Motten a. 
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aber, is not the Son; but when He is {tiled 
] thc $9, then he 7s the Son. 
t ls 1 
ler! 
e Tr 


& ſtial Attributes, as It is conſidered in the ff 
„ Perſon, or Perſon of the Father, is called 
„ derived; as It is conſidered in the ſecond 
& Perſon, or Perſon of the Sou, to whom it is 
& communicated from the Father, is called de- 
* 1702d,” [That a new Perſonality may be he- 
Kitten or produced (tis well they did not ſay 
rated) in the unbegotten Subſtance, is what the 
Khoolmen have fancied they could apprehend 


he I but that the Subſtance itſelf, that the under ived, 
e begotten Subſtance of the Father, ſhould it- 
no elf become or be called a Sibfarice derived or 
ch gotten, What is This but affirming the Father 

Imſelf, when he is conſidered as Father, to be 


alled unbegotten, and when he is conſidered as 
don, then to be called derived or begotten ©] 


* One God, the Father : The Term Father im- 
* plied, is oppoſed to the Term don; and the 
One God, to falſe Gods only.” {That is to 
If, plainly 5 One God, the Father, is Both 
rather aud Son. 


in the Father without Derivation, is called 
Hfexiſtent: But as it is perſonalized in the 
Jon by Derivation from the Father, or, as 
it paſſes from the Father into a ſecond Sub- 


krent Denominations in different Reſpects.“ 
) ——expreſles neither the Subſtaucè of 


hat is, again: The fame individual Sub- 
ance, is both Self-exiſtent and not Selfrexiſtent, 
Motten and begotten, And whereas the "OY . 

P 04 


ft 


1 


« The ſame exiſtent Subſtance with its ſubſtan- 51g. 54, 


* There is a mixt Oppoſition in the Terms, ?4 128, 


* The Divine Subſtance, as it is perſonalized pag 193, 


litence, is called begotten ; it receiving dif- 
. delfewhere 2 cc Begotten of the Father (you pag. 92, 


the Perſon, nor any ſib/antial. Attribute.“ 
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page 149. 


Words affirm the Son to be the Father ; or tha 


Page 23. 


would fain have your Reader underſtand, 


| Deſign of Novatian's Book from the beginni 


of the Council of Nice, ſuppoſes the Son tobe, i 


4: - 1-6 a 


* >nds Ts T&TeO-. begotten or derived FROM 
the Subſtance of the Father; you affirm directly o 
the contrary, that He is (not, from the Subſtano 
of the Father, but that he is) the very individual hi 
flance itſelf (the unbegotten Subſtance) of the Father 
* Novatian convinces the frft ſort of Her 
* ticks, that the Son is God; by arguing fra 
<© the extravagant Notion, which the ſecond 
* [Sort of Hereticks] had conceived of hin 
“ in making Him the Father.” [Do you think 
thoſe Hereticks Novatian ſpeaks of, ud | 


f Emmen 
"Wer ANC 
s whole : 
ted to an 
bapter, i. 
u ſo ofte: 
e main | 
gument 
one m. 

the Sub: 


their Doctrine was ſuch, from which He that 


oppoſed them deduced t hat Conſequence, ae cite : 


charged them with it? Whether the very fam iin pag. 
Conſequence does not as clearly and necefſan\ if Sib/fant: 
follow from your Doctrine, as tis poſſible ¶ in, pag. 
do from Any . the Reader will 850 the fam 
„ | ME Commun: 
But to return to your particular Obſervati the Son 
ons, under the preſent Head. ether A 
| 5 Fords [pe 
4 Novatian [when He ſtiles the Father 0 do) 3 

«© One God] ſhuts out (you ſay) any other Fn, who c 
„ Perſon, but not a Second Perſon ——:; il find x 
<« appears from the Citation out of ch. 3 s plain! 
His Chapter 31, is That wherein he ſo emplaffWnical 8 


tically repeats the Words, Dns Deus, Fat 
The One God, the Fither. Which Words Jo ons it on 


ſignifving One God-the- Father In oppoſition f( 
Any Other God-the- Father 3 whereas the whol boob is © 


to the End, is. to ſhow this very thing, tnalWence and 


| though the % may properly- be ſtiled Ceaſe tt 
upon 0 f his derived divine Authorlt Rthers di 
yet the Father Alone is The One God, by wied Gog 
BEET. one a Obes; 


4 
4 . \ 
5 ; 


AC SLE.) 

[ Emmence, Supremacy, and abſolute underived 
wer and Dominion. A Reader that peruſes 
b whole Book, will be aſtoniſhed to find him 
ted to any other purpoſe. In the fame 3 / 
bajter, is that Jingle inc idental Paſſage, which 
ſoften cite and inſiſt upon, as if it was 
Je main en which Novatians whole 
gument turned, viz. Fer Subſtantis com- 
monem. He held (you ſay, pag. 13.) that 
the Subſtance of the Father was communi- 
ed to the Son. Again pag, 15, you cite 
e fame Words, By a Communion of Sub- 
e. Again, 2 34, 55, 56, and 101, 
w cite and inſiſt upon the fame Words. A- 
kn pag. 21, © Novatian (you ſay) held the 
mbſtantzal Unity of both Perſons” And a- 
an, pag. 173, ſpeaking of Novatian, you refer 
the fame Paſſage, when you lay down * the 
| Commmnication of the Subſtance of the Father to 
the don as part of Novatians Opinion. Now 
ether Novatian in this ſingle Paſſage, by the 
Fords [per Subftantie communionem] meant (as 
in do) Metaphyſical Subſtance, or no; a Read- 
I, who carefully conſiders the whole Paſſage, 
ill find very much Reaſon to doubt. (At leaſt 
plain he did not mean it, as you do, in the 
Wntical Senſe.) But if he did mean it in ſome 


Ions it only incidentallyj, and does not lay Any 
liough your Reader is to think he lays All the) 
hee of his Argument upon it. His whole 
18 ſpent in demonſtrating at large, that 
le Father is for This Reaſon (by Way of Emi- 


tnal8Wence and Supremacy) the One and -Cnly God, 
Go 2 zuſe though the Son by Participation of the | 
1 thers divines Authority may alſo rightly be 


ed God, yet the Father alone, being underrved 
begotten, has All Power and Dominion abſo- 
OT. P 2 lutely 
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ſetaphyſical Senſe, yet tis evident he men- 
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lutely and originally in Himſelf Alone , and what 


ever Power or Authority is in Any Other what ſuppok 
ſoever, is merely by Derivation from and in Wir fide, 
Subordination to Him as Supreme over All. Th thority 
whole Deſign of his Book, is to ſhow, thllMendent 


the true Aſſertion of the + Unity of God, confi 
in the Aſſerting of the Monarchy or Suprenag 
and the original, under ived, independent Domin 
on and Authority of the Father; not in a me 
taphyſical Notion of the identical (Conſubſſail 
ty of more Perſons. Which Notion (however tm 
it be ſuppoſed) is of no Streſs in the Queſtio 


wed fre 
metap} 
t be (b 
her Per: 
Ling 4 
ed (if 


. 1 
concerning the Unity of God. For Two Perſon Hyb, 
two intelligent Subſiſtences, if their Dont Ugly, 

on be Equal and Supreme, are manifeſtly ade Trut 

really Two Gods, whatever metaphyſical Uni of 

| 5; bg 0 ply is t! 

— 1 —_ * — w — — bed ; t 
er, On 

* Quamvis enim ſe ex Deo Patre Deum eſſe meminifſer, nunqu 076 t 
fe Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit; — Ex quo probal jd, the 
nunquam atbicrarum illum rapinam quandam Divinitatem, ut zu meanin 
ſe Patri Deo : Though he { Chriſt] knew that he was God, 4. hui Unity 
God for his Father, yet he never compared himſelf with God his ful 5 
— From whence it appears, that he never thought fit ſo to cli perſona, 


fs himſelf Divinity, as to equal himſelf with God the Father. No 
ch. 17. | LS 

+ Hence He (the Father] is ſtyled One God, the true God, | 
Only true God, the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, Wh 
as it is moſt true, and ſo fit to be believed, is alſo a moſt necell 
Truth, and therefore to be acknowledged, for-the avoiding 
riplication and Plurality of Gods. For if there were more ! 
One which were from None, ic could not be denied but ti 
vere more Gods than One. Wherefore this Origination in the 
vine Paternity, has Antiently been tookt upon as the Afertiol 
the UNITY. Pearſon on the Creed, pag, 40, Edit. ath. (I 
Words immediately following, ( and THEREFORE the Sl 
Holy Ghcft have been believed to be but One God will 
„ Father, - becauſe Both from the Father, who is One, 4 
„ the iJ9ion of them ;”) what that learned Writer mean thy 
Word, THEREFORE, I ſubmit to the judicious Rea der.] 
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me | | 
hat ſuppoſed of their Subſtance: And, on the 
er fide, That Perſon, whoſe Dominion and 
I bority is Alone Supreme, Abſolute and In- 


jendent 3' and no Other has any Power, but 
wed from Him ; whatever Communication 
n metzphyſical Subſtance there may or may 


niich be (by His incomprehenſible Power) to 


her Perſons, or whatever other diſtindt Lives 
Living Agents he may by his Power have pro- 


tu ed (it poſlible) even in his own individual Sub- 


ue; yet evidently He Alone will be The 
| High, The One God of the Univerſe. Ac- 
omi gly, in Novatiar's whole Argument, and 
the Truth of things, the more clearly the Su- 
nacy of the Father is eſtabliſhed, the more 
mh is the Unity of God conſequently eſta- 
bed; the one always depending upon the 


more the Supremacy of the Father 18 de- 
jd, the more is the Unity of God eſtabliſhed: 


zu meaning always, only a figurative and com- 


Unity; but He, a real and literal, a ſimple 
„er enal Unit). Es 


God, 1 Us acknowledged to be God, yet, ele wy 1 evorTo 
nale c, £1906 14417- een , yt. =» 


F, there is but One God only, even He who is 


to have cited the words, being one con- 
ene Sentence. ] Upon this Paſſage, your Ob- 


em, One only, upon his [the Father's] be- 
8 nder7ped and unbegotten, not upon his be- 


linbegotten; but rp gives That as a 


. On the contrary, in Jour Argument, 


pon that paſſage of Euſebius; Thongb the Son 54g. 24. 


ore WW vitbout original and unbegotten, &c. [So you 
gion is, that Enſebins © fixes the excluſive 


ith 6 Cod, But the direct contrary is true. For 
Ifle very Words, he not only fixes the ex- 
re Term, One Only, to the words, underi- 


3 Reaſon, 
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Reaſon, for his fixing it likewiſe to the wir 7 * 
God. His Argument is; the Father, being : 4195 
lone unbegotten, tis a YE10To H- Oos, tom «7 = 
fore there is (properly and by way of En 900% 

3 and abſolute Sypremacy) but Une God only. "Il Han 
pag. „Again (you ſay) he CEuſebius) calls hi Lp 
“the Father, the One and Only God, as He rk ; 
9 the Original, the Fointtain, and Root of x Pp 
„ Good : That is, he denies any other uf, y or 
derived and inmate [unoriginate] Canſe bea 75 
de Father; but does not deny Any ot. 1 0 


CC 


* begotten, — Hilary alſo makes the Father 
ce be the One and Only God, becauſe he is mi 
cc | 
CC 
* For were there any other unbegotten int 
* lectual Principle, beſides the Father of [a 
Chriſt; the Father's being unbegotten, wol 
not prove him to be the Only God. 80 
& the term, One or On:y, 


perſon to be God, that is ſecond, derived, 


gotten ; that is, the God who is alone ul 
gotten, there being but One unbepotta 


13.93, 
; tial Ch, 


does not exciuiſ 
as exp. 


F* any other perfon from being God, but a bute 
„ being imate or imoriginate. All Thie . tre 1 
i clearly granting the whole Queſtion. Nor bal: ing to 


you any other poſſible way of evading It, 
by that inconſſtent ſubterfuge, of ſaying | 
the One or Oniy God, does not ſignify by 8 
of Eminence the One or Only God, but that 
* pag. 25: ſignif es only The One or Only * Firſt Dx 


Ns. ac. 


words, One and Only, are become indeed Wi 
| Jnfignificant words, 


God.] © to be abſolutely Supreme,” Se 


” but w 


« Well then; what is it that ſhews 600 
« Father [when he is ſtiled, The One or \ 


* tent, and Independent? Not the Term, 
& or Only; but the Term: Father.” If (0; 8 


Ca” © 
But ** Selfexiſtence and Independency are not p. 62: 
* (it ſeems) Subſtantial characters of the Godhead 
'of the Father. — They are negative chara- 
f * ders, and can by no means relate to the 
EY" , /ance of the Godhead, which is real and 
poſtive.“ IThis is a very important Truth or 
Errour, and you repeat it very often. Fag. 16, 
Unbegotten, — is no poſitive or Subſtantial 
Attribute of the Godhead. ”” Pag. 91, © Un- 


10 ' derived and Unbegotten, is a Charactcr of the 
oth Fut Perſon in the Godhead ; It is not efſen- 
* 


preſs either his Sul ſſance or any of his Sub- 
Intial Attributes. Fag. 92, Self-origima- 
is of the ſame Importance with under ived, 
| being a Term in its Meaning Negative. 
| begotten —— is a Character not eſſential, — 

becauſe it expreſſes neither the Subſtance of 
 theperſon, nor any Sul ſtantial Attribute. 
bo. 93, © Eſſential Terms, by which the eſſen- 
| tral Character of a thing is known, are ſuch 
as expreſs the Subſtance and ſubſtantial Attri- 
' butes of 2 thing; But Unoriginated is Nega- 
| ie, ſhewing not what the Subject is accord- 
10g to its Subſtance or ſubſtantial Attributes, 
but what it ir ot, according to the Manner 
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: of having its Subſiſtence. Pag. 94, Un- 
that enived, the ſame in Meaning with Self in 
Din tbe compounded word Self-2xiftence, can be no 


part of the firſt eſſential character of God, 


( 


being a Pure Negation of having That Exi- 


— mn 


30d, ende from any other. The learned Pr | 
* therefore ſhould not ſav, that S2If-exiftert 
i, er underivedly exiftent is the firſt eſſential 
m, character of God; becauſe ſelf, or under i- 
5 dh, is no part of That eſſential chara- 


der. Fag. 110, They [Self Exiſtence and 
: "© & Hue 
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a Tudependency] are Negative, and not eſſential or 
ſubſtantial characters. Fag. 201, ** Self-ex: 

'* iftence, — is no Subſtortial Character, that 
makes a difference in the Godhead,” And 

Fag. 211, © Underived and Unbegotten are Nga: 
„tive Characters, and derived and begotten are 
* poſitrue Characters, neither of them affecting 
** the Subflarice of the Perſons, but relating to 
the Manner of their having their Subliſ 
* ence. This (I fay) is a very important Al- 
ſertion: You repeat it frequently ; and very 
much is built upon it. But ſurely never was 
Argument built upon a weabher Fenndation, 
For, what is it that is ſelfexiſtent? Is it not the 
Sul-fance of the Father? Is not That Subſtance 
eſſentially ſelf-exiſtent ? And if the Subſtance of 
God be efſentially ſelF-exiſtent, is not & Ie E 
conſequently both an effential and a u 
Character? That which deceived you in this 
Matter, fecms to be This; that Selſexiſtent be 
ing the {:me as morigmate, is (you think) 
merely a Negative Character. But this 1s 8 
great Miſtake. For though the word, mor: 
ginate, according to the grammatical Compolt 
tion of it, is negative; yet the Idea expreſſed 
by it, is poſitive. As you will ſee by the like 
Cale in another Word. The word, fmt! 
according to the grammatical Compoſition of it 
is merely negative; But when we ſay, God i 
infinite or immenſe, the Idea is not a bare Nee 
tive, a mere gation of Bounds, but denotes 
the poſitive Greatneſs of That whoſe Exiſtence 
is declared to be immenſe. So endleſs with re. 
gard to Duration, though the ord indeed 1 
negative; yet the Thing ſignified by it [teri 
t3] is not a negative, but a real and poſitive It 


ration. In like Manner, Unoriganate or Unt. 
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red, though the Words themſelves are | merely 


wgative, yet the Thing expreſſed by them is not 
a nere Negation of being derived, but a real 
and pofitzve Ground or Foundation of Exiſtence 
in the Subſtance ſelf, which is properly ex- 
preſſed by Neceſſary Exiſtence. According to 
Jour way of arguing , All the Attributes of God 
may as well bg turned into mere Negatives; His 
Unity, into not being more than One ; His Om- 
ri cience, into not being ignorant of any Thing ; 
his Ommpotence, into not being limited in 
wer; His Omnipreſence, into not being abſent 
from any Place: Nay, his very Exiſtence it 
elf may as well be ſaid to be a mere Negation, 
zs the Neceſit of bis exiſting, or his Self-exift- 
exce, Self-exiſtence therefore is, (contrary to your 
Pofition,) a Subſtantial Character; becauſe tis 
hu and really a poſitrve Character of the Sub- 


Q jarce of God. Iis alſo an eſſential Character; 


becauſe *tis That by which the Divine Subſtance 
what it is, and is diſtinguiſhed from all other 
wbſtances. Laſtly, *tis the primary eſſential 
Character of God; hecauſe tis That from 
Which all the reſt of the divine Attributes 
ae deduced as from their Root. And thus 
four whole Scheme demonſtrably falls to the 
Ground. | 

There is moreover in what you ſay upon 
lis Head, one remarkable incidental Contradic- 
non. The Reaſon. you all along give, why un- 
ogmated is no ſubſtantial Character, is becauſe 
you think) tis merely Negative: Yet, pag. 
11, you ſay that derived and begotten are Po- 
ine Characters, and yet that neither of them 


Vd the Subſtance. Thus (it ſeems ) neither 


Native nor Poſitive Characters affect the Sub- 
«cz itlelf, but affect only the Mamer of ſub- 
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ing. As if any thing really ſubſifted, that waz 


not a Subſtance ; or the Difference of Subſtaces 


could confiſt in any thing elſe, than in thei 


Manner of Subſiſting. 
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Que 
a 18 al 
3. fiſts: 
| wet a 
Mar. XII, 32. There is one God, and there; One 
none other but He. pren 
N | | Gov 
The Queſtion, upon this Text, is; whe who 
ther the Words One God, mean the one ſiprem WM Him 
Father and Governonr of the Univerſe, even WM All! 
the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Crit, ther, 
or a Complex of more Perſons in one individu WW of 1 
Eſſence, In Favour of the former Senſe of the ture 
Reply to Words, the Dr alleged that the ſame Word, One 
Y, Mr Nelſon, in every Text of Scripture where they a One 
1 P. 51. found, as well as according to the au is we 
= Senſe of Mankind, ate always uſed in Anti. 
| That Signification. In favour of the - ling 
| ther Expoſition of this Text, you do not that 
| ſhow that there is either in the Text {I}, ſtill 
or in the Context, or in any other Tu of E 
where the words [ One God | are found, any ©]. 
thing that leads to that Interpretation youll He 
contend for: But having entertained an i WW gina] 
potbefis, that the Unity of God is not, accord: the 
ing to the natural Senſe of the Words and the "coun 
Difates of common Reaſon, a real, proper, ai from 
perſonal Unity, but a Fgurative Unity a Him 
more Perſons in one individual Subſtance; you Unit 
| on, 
i a - — upon 
. throu 
* One God, and Father of All, Eph: 4, 6. One God, A only 
Father, of whom are all Things, 1 Cor. 8. 6. 2 3 


of me 


C215) 
ate conſequently to faſten, as well as you can, 
upon the Words of every Text, the Senſe of that 
Hypotheſis. Here therefore comes in the great 
Queſtion concerning the Unity of God; what it 4 
is and wherein it conſiſts. Dr Cl. ſuppoſes it con- 
ſiſtsin This; (and herein the ingenious Dr Ben- 
wet agrees, entirely with him 3) that there is 
ei One Intelligent and Living Perſon, * One Su- 
preme Lord, Father, and 
Governour of the Univerſe, * Hd big Iva Seb, mes 
who Alone has all Power in & lens, tary come 
Himſelf, and. from whom Bp. Pearſon — Page 2025 
All Power that is in any o- | 
ther, is derived. This (I think). is the Dictate 
of natural Reaſon ; This (I think) the Scrip- 
ture always means, when it ſpeaks of one God, 
One n«rTwesTre [Supreme Governour of All,] 
One Ts CMoſt High ; And this (I think) 
is well expreſſed by thoſe F 
Antient Writers, who, ſti f Quamvis ſi: & [Chriftus} 
ling Chrift God, yet declare Deus, unum tamen Deum Pa- 


trem de Obediencia ſua oſtendi 


ſtill nevertheleſs | by Way Novatian. de Trinit. cap. 31. 
of Fminence and Suprema- Non enim Patri adimitur, 
c] The One God, becauſe 5 e . 1 
He Alone has All Power ori- Deus, quia ex ſe Deus. Hilar, 
ginally fin Himſelf; and die Trinit. J. 4. 

the Dominion, upon Ac- 

count of which Chriſt 1s ſtyled God, is derived 

from Him [the Father,] and dependent upon 

Him. On the contrary, Tour Notion of the 

Unity of God, (which you perpetually inſiſt 

on, and lay the whole Seel of your Cauſe 

upon it, both in This Section and every where 

through your whole Book,) is This, that it is 

only an Union of More | Supreme] Perſons in One 
Individual Subflance. Which is indeed an Unity 
el metaphyſical Subſtance, but not an Unity - | 

; God. 
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God. For many P-rſons, many Intelligent Sub- 
fences, many Intelligent Agents, (if they be 
Supreme and Equal in Dominion,) are maniteſtly 
fo many Gods, (ſo many fiavTogaTIeEtS,) whates 
ver Union there he, or be not, of their meta- 
phy ſical Subſtance or Subſtances : As you your. 
felf clearly acknowledge, pag. 79 and 80; 
where, by affirming that the Heathens did not 
look upon their Gods to be Gods in Subſtance, 
nor to have received from the Father the Divine 
Subflance like the Son and Holy ( boſt , you plain- 
ly confeſs, that if they had received from Him 
the Divine Subſtance,even the One individual Di- 
vine Subſtance; . they would conſequently have 
been, not God, but Gods, in That Subſtance, 
And again, pag. 173, When you affirm Nova- 
tian s meaning to be, that the Divinity of the Son 
is taught in ſuch Terms, as not to introduce two di- 
Aindt independent Deities by making th? Son in all 

_ == Reſpe#s equal to the Father; you plainly acknow- 
4 43s ledge, that if the Son was in all ReſpeFs equal to 
the Father, | in the ſame individual it ag For, 
5 Thzs you ſuppoſe, though erroneouſly, to have 

14 been Part of Novatian's Opinion; ] they would 
þ conſequently have been two diſtinct independent 
7 | Deities; Not, two diſtinct independent Subſtances, 
but, two diſtindt independent Gods in One Subſtance. 

'The true Queſtion 1s, whether God be One : Not 

only whether he be metaphyſically,OneSubfance, 

but whether he be alſo literally and perſonally (as 

in the + Creed) One God, One Lord, One lan- 

Y 1 65T720 Ruler over. All. Many Gods in one indivi- 
| dual Subſtance, will not be (in the religious 
Senſe) One God, though they be (in the meta- 

' phyſical Senſe) One Subſtance. Tis a great Ar- 
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dee a rem irkable Paſſage eited out of B) Pearſon above, pag. 2927 
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| | And a0 her, 24g. 212. 
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( 221 Y | 
gument againſt the Truth of your Notion $ 
that the Knowledge which all Men have of the 
One God, by natural Reaſon, gives them a quite 
different Idea. Tis a great Argument againſt 
the Truth of your Notion; that where you per- 
petually wy the Streſs of All, there the Scripture 
always wholly filent ; never ſo much as men- 
tioning the Subſtance of God at all, (unleſs per- 
haps in ſome remote and t 
uncertain Alluſions, as in the + For the Name, I am, (as 
Name Febovab) but ahrays .. 
inſiſting on his Power and 7,nytctitity of Gods Promiſes 
miverſal Supreme Dominion, as of his Subſtance. 
as that which makes Him, | 
who is in Himſelf (in the metaphyſical Senſe) the 
bel fexiſtent Being, to be (in the religious Senſe) 
Unr God and the God of the Univerſe. Tis, laſt- 
: ly, a great Argument againft the Truth of your 
F Notion z that whereas thoſe Antient Authors 
f who firſt talked of metaphyſical Subſtance, 

ſuppoſed the Son and Holy | 
pirit to be || Parts of the } Radius ex Sole, frutex ex 
Subſtance of the Father; and Arbore, Rivus ex Flum ine. 
the Creed of the Council Tertullian. 
of Nice ſuppoſes the Son 
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2 Y tobe, in s $o1a5, begotten or derived F ROM 
, be Sifarce of the Father; you (ina quite dif- 
of krent Scholaſtick Scheme). make the Son and 


Holy Spirit to be, ipſa $oix 78 mxTodc, the very 
W/fance itſelf, the Y hole unbegotten underived 
dbſtance of the Father himſelf. And This you 
Jonetimes explain in ſuch a Manner, as if you 
meant that the Three Perſons, (not indeed Per- 
Jou but Per ſona only,) were merely nominal; viz. * 
that God, when called. by One Name, is One: gen 
Brſon, and, when called by another Name,” is 
mother Perſon ; (As where you ſay that“ The bag. . 
One God, who is the Father in the fr/t Subſiſt- 
ene 


8 
n 


** * 
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(N 2 Wy 
| © ence of the-Godhead, is the Son in the ſecond 
page d. Subjiſtencez” And that He is through Al 
as Heisthe Word, and in All as He is the Syi- 
* 7it;” And that the ſame exiſtent Subſtance 
with its ſubſtantial Attributes, as It is conſi- 
** dered in the firſt Perſon, or Perſon of the 
Father, is called underived; as It is conſide- 
red in the ſecond Perſon, or Perſon of the 
Son, to whom It is communicated from the 
Father, is called derived.) At other Times 
you explain your Notion in ſuch a Manner, as 
if you meant that the Three Subfiſtenc ies ſubſiſt 
ing in One individual Suhſtance. though what 
Difference there is between Subſtance and Subſife 
ence, no Mortal can tell; ſubffare and ſubſifere 
both alike ſignifying d,, from whence 
vTv5 «ns is derived ; were yet really diſtiuct 4 
* gents or Intelligencies. (As when you ſay that 
Neg. 187 Every Divine Perſon is an individual intel 
„ hgent Being, though they are not 
. © Three Beings ſeparate and divided from each 
peg; 118. Other; But each Perſon by himſelf is 
| sin one Reſpect an individual intelligent Be- 
ing, and in another Reſpe& All three to! 
* gether are but one individual Being 


page 95: 


Pag. 18. 


74g. 109. And that the © One undivided Divine Sub- 
„ ſtance is Irtelligent and Agent in the Three 


% Divine Perſons.“) Now in which ſoever 
of theſe Ways your Notign be underſtood, i 
is in no wiſe defenſible. For if you mean that 
the Three Subſiſtences are nat three real intel 
gent Agents ſubſiſting diſtindly in the One 
Subſtance, but (as you expreſs yourſelf, 5 
189, One Intelligent AGENT ;” then yen 
Doctrine is preciſely the Hereſy of Subelln 
which conſiſted in aſſerting wiv vniceny T6 
redn, One individual Subſtance or Sub 
having Three perſonal Denominations or Apr 


they 
Ho. 


So. 


is 4 
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will! 


fand 
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Philo 
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thoſe 


. . 
nes; That is indeed, One Perſon only, ha- 
ving Three Perſone or Perſonal Characters: 
l Which is alſo the Notion of the Reverend Dr 
, Bennet, But if you mean that the Three Sub- 
e Wl fiiences Are three real intelligent Agents ſub- 


i- Wl fiſting diſtindtly in the One Subſtance ; then 
e they are either Agents equally Supreme, or elſe of 
ge- Sibordinate Power and Dominion. It they be of 


Wordi nate Power and Dominion; then He who 
is Alone Supreme, and from whom the Others 
derive both their Life and whatever Power and 


as Wl Dignity they have, will be Alone (abſolutely 
ift- and properly ſpeaking) The One God, will be 
hat Wy Alone CTI ννẽjNe] Abſolute Ruler over All, 
. müll be Alone Lis the moſt High, notwith- 
ler: fanding Any ſuppoſed Communication of me- 
znce taphyſical Subſtance: For, both the Antient 
4 fhiloſophers, who thought all Spirits to be 
that WW C C 7. Se of the Divine Subſtance; and 
ntel- Wh tioſe Chriſtian Philoſophers, ſuch as Tertullian 
not end his Followers, who taught that the Son and 
each lh Spirit were Parts of the Divine Subftance, 
elf s (luſt as a Branch is Part of the Subflance of a 


Tree, or a Sun-Beam part of the Subſtance of the 
Im ) were yet nevertheleſs very far from in- 
ag:  Witoducing that identical Equality you contend 


Sub fer, or from deſtroying the Monarchy of the Fa- 
Thr er, whom they fill conftantly affirmed to be 
ſoever de One God: (Which being ſo, it appears that 
od, K n the true Queſtion about the Unity of God, 
n that our Notion concerning individual Unity of me- 
intel by ſca / Subfance, is not of that Streſs and Im- 
e On iWortance which you ſeem to make it) On the 
f, ber Side, if the Three intelligent Subſiſten- 
n young, which you ſuppoſe in One individual Sub- 
bell ance, be of Equal Supreme Power and Dominion; 
nv e ben your Not ion will amount to perfect Trithe- 
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* notwithſtanding any Union in metaphyſical 
anti} | 


Subſtance, 
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Sul hance. For, that which makes God tol ; M0) 


God; that which makes Him who is in Him 7 
| felf (in the metapbyfical Senſe) a Ferfect Being, iet 
G. be (in the religions Senſe) the God and Lad 

the Univerſe, is be 9 55 of Dominion; A mh G 
that which makes him to be One God onh, is be For 
his being Alone Supreme or . re. Thi We exp) 

Supremes, would neceſſarily be Three God; WI 

| and equally ſo, whether in One Subſtance or ii 
more. As I have already ſhown above. g 5 4 
dea. 27, © The Learned Dr (you ſay) —— would nt ff" fo» 

. © thought to exclude the Son from bring God tb; 

| © any other Reſpect, then from being He who am at 

. ** derzves his Being and Godhead from no Caiſe: f thing 

* and———- endeavours to givean Accounts ns uy 

bag. 22. the Divinity of the Son without touching uld c0 

upon his Subſtance, when He fays that te of Gt 

* Son is really and truly God by. deriving real all This 

< true Divinity from the ineffable Power of Hu ne 

& who alone has an unoriginated Being aud Gol” (! t 

< bead :- But what this Divinity is, — i nt. F 

<« hard to conceive : neither does the Dr tei mp. 

„us,. Again: © The Dr indeed ackno f an 

rag. 38. *< ledges that the Son is really and truly God, H Kip 

« rivimg real and true Divinity from the Foper IMateye 

e the Father; But what this Divinity 1s, 0 0 ha 

* whether it be founded upon a Communicatt 4+R 

« on of the Subſtance of the Father to the 8 Nel 

* the Dr tells us not.” The ſame Thing yo 3 

6 


repeat again, pag. 192 and 193; and agall 
‚ꝶJJJJV 
What the Divinity of the Son of God 1s, 
think Dr Clarke has clearly and ſuflicientl 
ſhown in his Scripture-do@rine by thoſe Paſlage 
bl Scripture, which declare that, before his I 
©», carnation, he was The Word; that he was in b 
I. x, 1. Begiming vith God, [not iv 75 Sec, in oh 
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e 
%- %% Jer bis internal Reaſon; but 
a TW ey, Vith God, as One Perſon is pre- 
nt with Another; | and that He himſelf was 
e, God, or a divine Perſon + That he had Glory . 
th God, before the World was: That he was in aii. 2 "i 
be Form of God; The Brightneſs of bis Glory, and geh. 5 2 
beexpreſs Image of his Perſon , the + Image of the col 1, 15. 
Imiible God, the finſf. born of every Creature; The © 
Pgrminig or Head, Ach] of the Creation of Rer. 35 14. 
D; He By whom God created all Things. And Eph. 3, 5, 
hat, after His Incarnation and Reſurrectibn 
ll Power was given unto Him ii: Heaven aid in Matt. 18 
Enth ; and a Name which is above every Name ; ig. - 
But at the Name of Feſus every Knee ſhould bow, Phil: 2; 8; 
things in Heaven, and things in Earth, and 

bins under the Earth; and that every Tongue 

Gould confefs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord. to the Glo- 

of God; the Father: 7 ER 

This is the Account the Dr has given us fron? 

bripture, of the Divinity of the Son of God; and 

tis (Ithink) a very clear and-intelligible Ac- 

bunt. Bot All This is of no Weight with Fou, 

In compariſon of a metaphyſical Notion concern- 

"pan identical Unity of Subſtance : Of which; 

e Scriptirre ſpeaketh not a Word; And which 

whatever metaphyſical or philoſophical Truth it 

May have) is of no Uſe (as I have befors 

own) in eftabliſhing the Unity of God in 

le Religious Senſe of the Queſtion, which de- 

ends wholly upon Abſolute Supremacy of Go- 

WMnment or Dominion. 1 8 
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ent tn: dur» Sime, fays Origen, hwy Tis dun di 
ſſage Ne Divinity of Chriſt, is the Image of the #rue Divinity, viz, of the. 
in the | | 


= 


Q -- I Tertullias 


n 


lere 


- q ; 5 3 : 
: - © #7 SIE . 1 _— . pa.” A >: 
ww. 4 * \ nd if" $ 2 * » i. 5 fo” * P 35 4 
r — E Wo 4 Fs WW. 4 r 8 
\ = Ons t r 


Pag. 29. 


poſing the Son to be Furt of the Father's Sub 

©  " Rance,) is a very different thing, from yu 

making the Son to be the whole underived Sul 
fauce of the Father, As you do, pag: 95, and 


$13 40+ 


545. 31. 
- 


Movatian (as I before obſerved) mentions [con 
mumionem Suhſtantis] only once incidentally; ant 
even There it does not at all appear that h 


( 226) 
 Tertullion (you ſay) makes the Father an 


* the Son to be of One undivided Subſtance, 
Uke the Sus and its Ray.” But this | his ſup 
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| anal 
„ jg EX 
* fion, 
er to 1 
of Op1 
include 
thing c 
Learne 
al ; 0: 


indeed every where through your whole Book, 


4 You add:. Mouatian and 4thana rus held the 
“ ſubſtantial Unity of Both Perſens“ But 


meant it in the metaphyſical Senſe ;- (At leaſt i 
plain to Any conſiderate Reader, that he di 
not mean it in the identical Senſe:) But thi 
whole and uniform Deſign of his Book from the 
Beginning to the End, is to ſhow. that thoug 
the Son allo is rightly ſtiled God, by Virtue of 


communicated Power and Dignity; yet the Fat © md 
Alone is, and is always ſtiled, upon Accu * the | 
of his Supreme Dominion and original underway © who 
independent Power and Authority, (by way of et 
minence and Abſolutely ſpeaking,) The On! " which. 
Only God of the Univerſe. bh am the 
| 5 | i there 
47, 33 © This general way (you ſay) of including (tires 
Ry, the Son 8 the One God, ad; Þ the Realolil the 
„ why the Compilers of the Sirmian form o all ot 
* Faith, anathematize thoſe who ſay that th Ing ſ] 
© Son is excluded from the Godhead by the fo macy, 
« lowing Expreſſion, I am the firſt and I an ent 7 
* laſt, and befides Me there is no God, Ia, 44, WY icknc 
* which they declare to be ſpoken to thr E gotten 


* clufion of Idols and Falſe Gods, and not of tl 


Son; though they receded from the Ni 
| 15 Standard 


a Standard in leaving out the Term 04uc&nov 


ſconſubllantial.] Now theſe Words of yours, 
„ anathematizing thoſe who ſay that the Son 
& jg excluded from the Godhead by the Expreſ- 
„ fon, I am the Firſt &c; ] lead your Read- 
er to think, that the Council of Sirmium were 
of Opinion that the Words, I am the Firſt &c. 
include both Father and Son, Than which, no- 
thing can be more diametrically oppoſite (as all 
Learned Men know) to the Senſe of That Coun- 
al; or indeed to the True Meaning of their 
Words in this very Place; as would have ap- 
peared, if you had ſet down a direct Tranſlation 
of their Words, as you ought to have done. 


The Words are, eng Th, EY Sog weorE-, 


er ν,ν,ẽe ES GAG uot FJ ph OvTOY 
$61 Uenutvov, to” dvaigira TE toro yerss med 
7 dove! IS INH iAnKupare, G- 
ue kw, If theſe Words, I am the Firſt, and 
Jam the Laſt, and beſides Me there is no 


God, which are ſpoken in Oppoſition to Idols 


and falſe Gods, be by any One underſtood, after 
the Jewiſh: Manner, to infer a Denial of Him 
* who 1s God the Only-begotten before the Worlds 1 
* bet him be Anathema- The Meaning of 
which, evidently is; not, that the words, I 
am the Firſt, and I am the Laſt, and beſides Me 
there 3s no God, ſignify both Father and Son, 
(directly contrary to the whole Doctrine of 


the Council of Sirmimn; ) but that theſe, and 


all other the like Expreſſions of Scripture, be- 
Ing ſpoken (by Way of Eminence and Supre- 
macy) of God the Father only, are not inconſiſt- 
ent (2s the Jews alledged them to be) with 
acknowledging the Son to be God the Only-be- 


letten before the Worlds, 


Q 2 Origen 


+ br wv, 
; 


Pg. 33. 6c Origen ( 5 allege) held the Son to be the 


© 


priety 


* Immortal God, the Word, &c. But Origent lthe F. 
Words, Tv & I! Tow Fedv NO, do not ſignify dre He 
what you have expreſſed; but, The imma in 
God the. Mord; Which is a very different Vo llows 
Neon. | . rords, 
page 35. The ſame Author (you add) held the Son tu Ran 
be «vm; which word you tranſlate, ml Only, 
made. But the Word «&1xrmTG-, is nowhere el | 
Contr Cel/.uſed concerning the Son : And the Senſe of te an 
lib. 6, Whole Paſlage ſhows ſo evidently, to an at on 
pag. 287. tentive Reader, the word to be there corrupt; fon in 
that Selenius the Tranſlator renders it 40 atem 10, I 
genitum, as if he bad read it CE ev 5 And above 5 
tis moſt probable, the true Reading is ) ef the. 
v. n e is inde 
God; 
» be und 
| 4. 5 | Tue G 
r 2 3 cluded 
oh. XVII, 3. That they might know Thee, tl poſed t 
Only true God; and Feſus Chr iſt, whom thou ha macy) 
Jent. [ih du Gt eh, T0: v ye, And Hm ly T1 
whom Thou haſt ſent, even Feſus Chriſt. | ly, 
Common Senſe ſhows. (and there is no wo Cor 
ſibility of underſtanding it otherwiſe,) that ul, Kc 
He whom our Saviour, in the former Part of 
this Sentence, ſtiles THEE the only True G0 ____ 
is the ſame Perſon, of whom he ſays 10 the 
latter Part ef the ſame Sentence, 1 HOU by 55 
ſent Feſus Chriſt; and whom immediately Fu Belief of 
fore and after, (ver. 1 and 5, He exprev/ Bl þ Ine 
calls by the Name of Father. It therefore He, _ 
who ſent bis Son into the World, and who T5 
Lord calls his Father, be indeed The br ; Bien 
Orh; and it cannot with auy Truth pe * . 


priety be affirmed, that the Three Perſons, 
(the Father, the Son, and the Holy GhoRt,) 
ire He whom our Lord calls Father, and of 
whom he ſaith THOU haft ſent Feſus Chr; it 


ords, THE the Only True God, does our 


on 08 ord mean the Three Perſons, but the Father 
„ M0 Only. | 5 | | 
e tle | . 

f the 


lection of what ſeems to Me the ftrangeſt Cu- 
uon in the World. Your Words upon this Sub- 
ect, J have already cited at large, (pag. 204. &c. 
love ;) whither I refer the Reader. The Sum 
of them, is plainly this. Though the Father 
Is indeed here expresſly tiled, the On'y True 
Ged; yet the Word Only, muſt by no Means 
de underſtood to be connected with the Words 


cluded : So that our Saviour muſt not be ſup- 
poſed to mean (by Way of Eminence and Supre- 
Hi macy) the on'y True God, by thoſe words The 

s only True God; but he muſt be ſuppoſed to mean 
only, that the Father is the Only True Father. 


follows neceſſarily, that neither by theſe other 


All you have to obje& againſt This, is a C l- 7 37 &c. 


The God, but with the Term Father therein in- 


1 Corcerning Novatian, Hilary, Ambroſe, Ba- 

tor * Kc. enough has been already ſpoken. 
51 1 

the —— 


bof *The Paſſage, which you cite, pag. 25, our of Hilary; | [ Ecclefiz 


be⸗ bdes ſolum verum Deum Patrem confeſſa, confirerur & Chriſtum; The 
8109 "el of the Church, which makes Confeſſion that the Father is the Ohe 
* ) True God, makes Confeſſion of Chriſt alſo ;} does not ſignify, that 
i is included in the Profeifion the Creed makes concerning the 
our Wl e True God, the Father; bur char Chriſt is proſeſſed in the ſame 


ther Led, to be the Son of that One True God the Father. 


Pro Men, referring to this Text, ſays; Tg? u A b 077 70 20" 
| enen dur, if a, Rr Can, Concerning the FAT HER the Scripture 
e V chat to know him js eternal Life, cont. Eunom, Orat; 10. 
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(23 Mp 
| To the Dr's alleging, that All the Writer 


in the Three Firſt Centuries underſtood this Text a 
He does; your Anſwer is:“ When he ſhall 
Te pleafedd to produce theſe Writers, it wil 
then be Time to conſider them.” Io af 
them, he did produce; Origen, and Novatian, 
Novatian'swhole Book, is founded upon his ins 
terpreting This and the like Texts juſt as the 
Dr does. Origen, He cited in his Scripture 
doTrine, upon this Text, N* 5; And again, 
Part II, & 39. How Irenaus underftood this 
Text, appezrs from the Paſſages (eſpecial) 
the Laſt,) cited out of Him by the Dr in 
his Scripture-do@rine, Part II, $ 9; and in his 


pag. 41. 


| | Reply to Mr Nelſon, pag. 13. Cyprian, in his 
| 734 Epiſtle, cites and interprets this Text 


Hec eſt vita eterna, ut cognoſ- 
cant Te ſolim & verum Deum, C 
quem miſiſti Feſum Chriſtum. 
Cum ergo ex ipſius Chriſti præ- 
dicatione & conteſtatione PA- 
TER ance cognoſcendus fir, qui 
miſit; rune deinde Chriſtus, qui 

miſſus eſt. E = Ra 


Qua autem poteſtate conſequi 

in Baptiſmo remiſſionem pecca- 

torum poteſt, negans Deum 

Crearorem PATREM Chriſti ; 
quando ipſam poteſtatem qui 

baptizamur, & Sanctificationem, 
2b eodem PATRE Chriſt- 
us acceperit; quem majorem 
dixerit; a quo, clariſicari pe- 

tierit; cujus Voluntarem uſq; 

ad obſequium bibendi caſicis & 
ſubeundæ mortis, impleverit? 


thus: This is Life eternal, that cone 
they may know Thee be Oy nai 
True God, and Feſus Chrit i add. 
whom thou baft ſent : Tu“ deta 
(ſays he) Chriſt himſelf declares wes, 
and teſtifies, that the FATHER © vo + 
who ſent bim, mf firſt He 
known ; and then Chriſt, wo © who 
was ſent. Which words of his © over 
are the more remarkable, be * ed | 
cauſe they are followed 10M tior 
the lame Page by theſe no but 
leſs obſervable ones: By vb Notte: 
Authority (ſaid he) does Tu von 
Perſon expect to obtain Remi allwhe 
of bis Sins in Baptiſm, who df from, 
nies God the Creator, the FA Cod, 
THER of Chrift ; when (Hi die a 
recerved even That very Autho vond 
rity by which we are baptized, oh 


and alſo his own „ 


Titers 
xt as 
{hall 
Will 
29 of 
atian, 


Car” - 
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from the ſame FATHER, whom, be declared to be 


Greater than Himſelf, of whom, be 7 to be 
glorifed , and whoſe Will be obeyed, even unto 
the drinking of that Cup, and the undergoing of 
Death. This is the Senſe of Cyprian. Nor do 
you attempt to allege any one Author in the 
three firſt Centuries, that underſtood this Text 
in the Manner you contend for; except Novati- 
n only; who, of all Others, is the moſt ex- 
pesſly againſt you; and whoſe Hole Book is 
written profefſedlyagain your Notions, _ 


Jou“ add one Paſſage ont of an Author who pag. 41. 


* would not eaſily be ſuſpected to have called 
* Chrift the Only Tue God; viz: Euſebius of 
* Ceſarea; who, in his Panegyrick upon Con- 
* fantine, ch. 15, having given this as a, ſe- 
* cond Reaſon why Chris roſe from the Dead, 
namely that he might manifeſt his Godhead, 
„adds; for fince men had Deified Men wbo were 
* detained of Death, calling them Gods and He- 
* rote, —— Chrift taught them to confeſs, . 
% dy ty Irevctrco Oe cum evo!, that 
* He only of All who died was True God 
ho was crowned with the Rewards of V;Hory 
* over Death : Calling the Ford, who quicken- 
ed his Body, The only True God, in Oppoſi- 
tion to Men who were Deifyed after Death, 
* but detained of. it.” Now, (not to take 
Notice that the very Manner of Expreſſion, 
p60v 78-Tov by Neveo cnn, He only, of 
alwbo died, was true God, is extremely different 
from, TON »covov #Au,gr'gy ©e0v, THE Only True 
God, which two Forms of ſpeaking you jum- 
ble and confound together ;) nothing is more 
wonderful than your citing this Paſſage at all 
* being for you ; than which, even at firſt 
light, nothing can in the whole Senſe and De. 
Q 4 ſign 


. E " £ 
- . 
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Io the Drs alleging, that All the Wiiten 
in the Three Firſt Centuries underſtood this Text as 
Pap. 41. He does; Laer Anſwer is: When he ſhall 
be pleaſed to produce theſe Writers, it will 
** then be Time to conſider them.” Two of you at 
them, he did produce; Origen, and Novatim three fi 

| Novatian'swhole Book, is founded upon his in-Min the 
terpreting This and the like Texts juſt as ther on! 
Dr does. Origen, He cited in his Scripmre-Mihresly 
doctr ine, upon this Text, N* 5; And again, 
Part II, & 39. How Irenaus underſtood this 


Text, appears from the Paſſages (eſpecially You 
the Laſt,) cited out of Him by the Dr in vou 
his Scripture-do@rine, Part II, & 9; and in hi Chri 
Reply to Mr Nelſon, pag. 13. Cyprian, in ha“ Caſa 
734 Epiſtle, cites and interprets this Ter fant 
7 thus: This is Life eternal, thtM* cond 

| e | 4 cognoſ- they may know hee the Ow nam 

cant le lum ve ru 7 
quem miſiſti Feſu 5 "> —9 1 A Ga. 55 7 0 5 4 — 
Cam ergo ex ipſius Chriſti ptæ · 20 £208 26 Jent 2 flat 
4a dicatione & conteſtatione PA. (ſays he) Chriſt himſelf dci woes, 
_ T5 ante cognoſcendus fir, qui and teſſiſtes, that the Al HH wv 1 
1 ms — Satte ame, qui bo ſent him, =o fi He e 
=_ known ; and then Chriſt, v who 
3 was ſent. Which words of bi over 
=_ | are the more remarkable, de ed h 
, cauſe they are followed 1 tion 
ES, the lame Page by theſe n but 
Qua autem poteſtate conſequi leſs obſervable ones: By vb. Notice 
in Bapriſmo remiſſionem pecea · Authority (ſaid he) does TUHH 7 
ae Perſon expect to obtain Reniſiavbo 


quando ipfam poteſtatem qui of bis Sins in Baptiſm, _ from, 
baprizamur, & Sanctificationem, des God the Creator, the 
zb eodem PATRE Chriſt- THER of Chrift ; whe! (mn 


us acceperit; quem majorem yoreined e. very Anti0 
ee e TE nat d eve at ve / 
dixerit; a quo, clarificari pe- ar ; 


tierit; cujus Voluntarem, wſq, 7? ity by which we are hape 


ad obſequivm bibendi calleis & and alſo his own Sanftifcati 
ſubeundæ mortis, impleverit ? N ö fro 


„ 
um the ſame FATHER ; whom, be declared to be 


rites Oreater than Himſelf; of whom, be 1 to be 
xt a; glorified ; and whoſe Will he obeyed, even unto 
ſhall the drinking of that Cup, and the umdergoin of 
will death. This is the Senſe of Cyprian. Nor de 
2 of Myon attempt to allege any one Author in the 
atim, Mihree firſt Centuries, that underſtood this Text 


s in Nin the Manner you contend for; except Novati- 


1s the only; who, of all Others, is the moſt ex- 

pur presſſy againſt you; and whoſe Whole Book is 

gain, ritten profe edlyagainſt your Notions. 

| this oe ig ag | 
cially Lou“ add one Paſſage ont of an Author who pag. 41. 
Dr ing would not eaſily be ſuſpected to have called 


* Chriſt the Only True God; viz: Euſebius of 
* Ceſarea, who, in his Panegyrick upon Con- 
* fantine, ch. 15, pk given this as a, ſe- 
* cond Reaſon why Chriſt roſe trom the Dead, 
namely that he might manifeſt his Godhead, 
„adds; for ſnce men had Deified Men who were 
* detained of Death, calling them Gods and He. 
et. Chrift taught them to confeſs, Au- 
% 78-70y tv Irevctrco O chum Evo, that 


rſt He only of All who died was True God 

, v who was crowned with the Rewards of Viory 
; of hi over Death: Calling the Ford, who quicken- 
le, def ed his Body, The only True God, in Oppoſi- 


tion to Men who were Deifyed after Death, 
* but detained of. it. Now, (not to take 
Notice that the very Manner of Expreſſion, 
ben 78 roy &y Neck r Drov chum, He only, of 
alwbo died, was true God, is extremely different 
from, TON »-4cvov &AyuFrigy ©t9v, THE Only True 
Cod, which two Forms of fpeaking you jum- 
die and confound together ;) nothing is more 
wonderful than your citing this Paſſage at all 
u deing for you ; than which, even at firſt 
wht, nothing can in the whole Senſe and De- 

N „„ 


Ip Bee ry ts Es I el — — U— — — 


Page 43. 


hut the Authorities they produce for the 


Ney manner of expreſſing Things. But thel 


to be meant of the Father only, by way d 


no great Need of Authorities, to prove tha 


ſign of it poſſibly be more directly ggainſſ you 
x: indeed eyery, thing in Enſebius's | Wag 


- 
* 
— 
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Jo the Dres Obſeryation, that the Learvel 
Bp Pearſon and the Learned Bp Bull, expreiſ 
acknowledge theſe wards, the Only True God, 


Supreme Eminence, in Contradiſtinctian ta the Sin; 
you anſwer: It appears indeed to have been 

the Opinion of theſe learned Prelates, tha 
* 1t Was uſed in Contradiſtinction to the Son: 


* Confirmation of their Opinion, are (jopſa 
** very Few; and argue no more than tha rt. i. 
* the Son is excluded from the Perſon of H 
* Father, but not from 4 Communion of Sub 
& fance and Godhead.” The Authorities 0 
which their Opinion in this particular is ground 
ed, are; clear and undeniable Reaſon; every 
Text of Scripture, where the One God is mentio 
ned; every Ante-Nicene Father, that cites an 
of theſe Texts at all; and Many even of the 
Later Fathers, who could not preſently intro 
duce a new Interpretation of the Texts, . thougt 
they had introduced in their own. Writings i 


Authorities argue no more (you ſay,) that 
that the Son js excluded from the Perſon 


<« the Father. One would think, there wa 


the Son is not the Perſon of the Father: Bu 
That which theſe Authorities prove, is, thi 
ſince The 2 True God, and The One Gol 
are, in the alleged Texts, expresſly predicate 
of the Perſon of the Father A and the Perſon al 
the Father, does not include the Son; thereof e; 
b dan zi pot n felt Fete, ipeindens 


.. 
„ 

he Phraſes, The Only True God, and The Ons 
id, Which is fo certain, that Bp Pearſon 
acknowledges it not only to be True, but to 
te a Neceſſary Truth for the avoiding a Plura- 


arty of Gods, and that Herein Antiently was 
pre okt upon to conſiſt the Aſertion of the Unity 
Godt God: See Two moſt remarkable Paſſages to this 
pa) n poſe, cited out of That Learned Writer, above, 
e dou Wer. 202 and 212. As to what you add about 


uon of Subſtance, or (as you expreſs it, 


ta. 38,) Communication of Subſtance ; and are 
Son Wherpetually repeating it through your whole 
x eck; I have ſhown above, pag. 223, that 
0) hatever metaphyſical. Truth there be, or 
n that, in That Notion, ) it is entirely beſide 
i L de Queſtion concerning the Unity of God in 
1 ol J | 


Ihe religious Senſe. 
ies Ms 


round Upon the two Texts cited upon this Occaſion 
eve Bp Pearſon and Bp Bull, (1 Cor. 8, 6, To Us 
ent10 Were is but one God, the Father; and Eph. 4, 6, 
es anne God and Father of All;) what you have to 
ol thWiter, is an expreſs Contradiction even in Terms. 
Inti 


For, having cited that Text, 1 Tim. 2, 5, 


though 21 is One Gad, and one Mediatour between 
tings ad and Men; you ſay, pag. 45, © the Terms 
t the One God, SOR to Idols or falſe 
) than Gods; and the Term FATHER, either ex- 
21on 8 preſſed or implied, IS IN OPPOSITION TO 
rc WS THE SON.” But upon the two other 
re tha fits, 1 Cor. 8. 6; and Epb. 4, 6; wherein 
ö kt Term Father, is not only implied, but 
s, tba ee; you ſay, pag. 44, that © the FA. 


'THER is the One God in Oppoſition to the 
Wo many Gods fo called, and NOT IN OE. 
ron 08 SITION TO THE SON,” Which is a 
"WO olt expreſs Contradiction both to yourſelf, 
er lad to the Apoſtle, © TSR 
( | Dr 
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Dr Clare repreſented the Opinion of Hh urn 
naus thus: that God the Father is True Gy itb 
er Lord, becauſe be Originally ruleth over Al 
and that the Son alſo is Tas God or Lord, beca. 
be bas Truly and Really Received from his Fathe it þ 
Divine Power and Dominion over the wil, 
N. 46. Creation. This, you ſay, © is not a juſt Reply} v 
** ſentation of the Reaſoning of Irene, b. ) 
** canſe the Dr puts in, Originally, which ffs, 8 
* rengus mentions not. That is; This 3. 
Doctor's Words are not (neither are the 
ſet down as being) a Tranſlation from Ir 7 
21675 But a juſf Repreſentation of his Sf g 
I think they plainly are. Trenaus 's World! Hi 
are; [Qui dominatur omnium, Deum PaWiance 
trem; & Filium ejus, qui dominium Acc ge. 
PIT a Patre ſuo omnis Conditionis: God tie Fe 
Father, who ruleth over All; and bis Som v bat th 
RECEIVED. from bis Father Dominion over in 
whole Creation. ] Is not This a direct and e ah, 
preſs Antitheſis between Original Dominim au uber; 
Recerved Dominion; though the word, Origmal 
is not there; the Senſe of it being as ful) 
2 clearly {et forth by the Abſolute Expr 
But you add, ſecondly, that the Dr's Word 
are not a. juſt Repreſentation of the Reaſoning of l 
207. 47. Nau, becauſe © there is nothing ſaid hem 
 drengus, of the Son as God, but as Lord; ant 
pag. 48. that as for his Godhead, he gives no otiit 
| * Proof of That in this Chapter, than that H 
is abſolutely called God.” Now This, Lat 
very ſure, is a real Miſrepreſentation of I. 
aus. For within a very few Lines after i 
declaring the Sun to be called Lord, upon 
count of his having received Dominion fill 


4 the Father; he explains This Dominion to * 
4 | ; | nv 


— 


C235 ) 


t only That which he received after his 


ff IM-ſucrection, but That alſo which he Recek- 

e 4 I before his Incarnation; 

„ xd upon Accomt of which, A patre accepiſſe poteſt 
becn/WM:expre>{ly declares it to be, ad judi ee yen ris 8 


G Te habet illud; Sedes tua, DEUS 
n... ja Atternun'; —unxlt te DE: 
„ t you here m. oh DEUS rae 0 en im 

: 9 8 DEI appellatione ſignificavit Spi- 
hich Hias, & eum qui ungitur Filium, & eum qui ungit, id eſt, Patrem. 


Thais ;. c. 6. | 

> the 5 ä | 

m 1:8 © Jehovah (on ſay) ſignifies a neceſſarily pag. 48 
a Suh ſlance. Not fo: But tis the Name 

Wort Him, of The PERSON, whoſe That Sub- 

m PolMlince is; as you yourſelf elſewhere acknow- 7. 47. 
ACE ge. If therefore the Son be any where ſti- T 
20d tied Febovab 4 it follows of Neceſſity, either 

on hat the Son is (not the Subſtance only, but) the 

ver thifi*r/on of the Father; or, that he is ſtiled Fe- 


wah, only as being the Repreſentative of the 
im iu nber; or elſe, that there are in the ſame Sub- 


riendWance Two Febovah's ; directly contrary to the 
s ful Nerds of the Text, Deut. 6, 4, TMR TMWm 
Expreb TR chr, A- & Fre nu, WG, Se 


in, The Lord our God, even the Lord | Jehovah] 
p Une, [Unus, not Unum.] 90 


You inſiſt upon it, that the word, Only, pag. 
; does not always exclude. every Thing elle, 


0 othe but the Subject to which it is united.“ That is 
hat He lay that Words are of no uſe to expreſs the 
s, annie of 53 Writer. But you give In- 
of In ſtances. 


Origen, calls Chriſt the Only Lord. Cypri- 
ter HM ſays of Chriſt, that He Ouh can pardon Sins, 
pon Mens Alexandrinus, calls Chriſt the Only Fudge. 
n fro which and the like Expreſſions, no one (you 
ink) will ay that the Fat her was intended 


to 


at he is in Scripture ſtiled ter iniquitatem eorum. Similiter 


C2373) 


hat is, directly and in plain Terms, had our 
» wmour ſtiled his Father the Only True Father, 


7 0 Ml True God, you conceive, he did not ſay 
Fach hat was right. | | 

ih doe of HR - 

. Fa 10 ſhow what Sort of Things you expect 


riptun 
7 150 
er Hall 
hat 
dge thi 
le hi 


wr Reader ſhould be influenced by, where 


Reaſoning was a Traditional Manner of 
arguing upon the Text.* And concerning 


lay) never ſo weak, it cannot take off from 


* the Authority of an Explication, which has 
0 b much Appearance of being Traditional. 
. 75 radition, it ces; Nay, an Appearance of. 


ndition, - (and a very ſmall Appearance in- 
#&d it is ;) is ſufficient, by its Authority, 
make amends for the Weakneſs of a Rea- 


The Paſſages wherein you think the word, 


ill find anſwered already in a Pamphlet entitu- 
ed, Three Letters to Dr Clarke &c. pag, 19. Out 
che Scripture, you allege no new Inſtances, 
ut what you find in the Old Teftament only, 
a interpreted by the Antients; that is to 
7, Paſſages ſpoken of God by the Prophets, 
id applied te Chriſt by the Fathers: Which 
love nothing More, than God's manifeſting 


en the inviſeble Father, appeared and ſpake, 
at in his own Perſon, but by his Son, who is 
kd (Zech. 12, 8,) 2078 899 mn 


wn from the One True God, but Idols only” . 


had ſpoken well; But in ſtiling him the 


broſe's Argument; * Be this Reaſon (you 


aſons fail; you allege, that Nazianzen's pag. 56: 


Foc, is uſed concerning the Son, the Reader 


bag. 6 0. 


unſelf to Mankind by Chrift; or that God, 


hd, the Angel of the Lord. As to the Places 
x | cited 


e 
cited by you from other Antiout Writers, ther 
are all clearly anſwered by what has been be 
fore remarked in the Pamphlet now-mentid 
J ſhall here obſerve only, that upon That Paſ 
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ſage of Irenaus, d Sees & Ae in 

the Dr denied the Words 6 Seds to be pu 

ar 6a: abſolutely, not (as you make him to ſay) tr 

becauſe they refer to Chriſt, (which would indeel 

have been a begging of 

becauſe they in the Conſtruſtion of the Sentenc 

do ſo refer to Chriſt, (who had been at lam 

deſcribed in the Words going before,) that the 
are plainly the ſame as it 

faid, 6 wv &v Seo, Eyererd α οοο . And 

pez. 61: Whereas you contend that d Ieds AdyG-, is 

| abſolnte an Expreſſion, as if the addition 

Term Xxdy©- had not been annexed ; the con 

trary appears plainly from the Place you you 

ſelf cite out of Juſtin, where he thus explai 

it, d Jes am TS redes T N and 

God Begotten of the Father of the Univerſe. An 

what the Notion of the Antient Church wn 

concerning this Matter, is ſtill more fully { 

forth in the following Paſſage of Origen, Wh: 
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the Queſtion;) but 


the Author hat 


the Apoftle (ſays he) aſm 
that to Us there is but 0 
God, the Father, of whot 
are all Things; and 0 
Lord, Jefus Chrift, | 
whom are all Things; 
ſes the word, Us, conit! 
ing Himſelf and All th 
who aſcend to | who reli 
onfly approach] the Supre 
God of Gods, and Suprt 
Lord of Lords, Now 10 
cend to the Supreme Gol, 
to pay him our I hole, Ent 


Ludivi 


«Þ 
7 
* 


G 
theMnlivided Worſhip, through bis Son (God the 
n be rord and Viſdom manifeſting itſelf in Feſus,) 
i 0 alone brings unto Him | unto the Supreme 
od] thoſe Men wno &c, © 

Thefe Words of Origen, are a direct Fara- 
ane upon the Text which follows; viz. 


* 
5 
5 
4 ; 8 


1 Cor. VIII; 4 1 6. We know that an 
bl z5 Nothing in the World, and that there is 
None other God but One : [LT e ot de-, 
% &c, None Other, but One, is God.] 
lbowh there be that are called Gods 
my, and Lords Many; to Us there is 


* ut One God, viz. the Father; of whom are All 
cplai ls, and We in Him, [6 «vTv, To Him, 
dee his Glory :] and One Lord, viz, Feſus 
2. An by whom Cor, Through whom, I ere 


; 2 


Theſe Words are ſo plain and expreſs, and 
e from All Ambiguity, that (I am perſua- = 
bd) no Man who reads them without a Com- 1 
ent can poſſibly miſtake them. ; 
The Difference between Dr Clarke and You 

your Manner of underſtanding them, is 

ls. According to the Dr, the Words, 

ne Gad, even the Pather, fignify the Father 

W: Tou contend, that the ſame Words 

Une God, even the Father,] include both Fa- 

her and Son. I | 

| The Manner in which you explain your No- 

on, is This. You: do not know the Perſon 


55 and We by him, 


bo in this preſent Controverſy ſays, that Px. 64. | 
„ En The One God the Father, as he is the Per- 
Ludi | * ſon 


Peg. 66. 


of the Fifth Century. 


tom: Which I ſhall ſet down in the Word 


. (2200 | | 

& ſon of the Father, is the Son: But to H tell 
that the One God, who is the Father in th [her 
e firſt Subſiſtence of the Godhead, is the U by. 
in the ſecond Subſiſtence; is, I think, M not 
* contrary to Scripture nor Tradition.“ Th The 
Senſe of theſe Words, is ſomewhat beyond m | there 
Underſtanding; nor can I conceive, how the ſan, Wont | 
Individual can be ſaid to ſubſif twice at a tine, t! 
though it may have as many Names given ita thou 
you pleaſe. But, if T-apprehend your Mean. the 8 
ing at all, it amounts to This; that the E be 
ther is indeed the Son, but not as he is Father Poly 
Than which, nothing can be more plain The 
contrary to the Words of St Paul in the J. 
before us. Nor indeed can any Reaſon poſlib 
be given, why it might not as properly N 
faid, that the Father and Son and Holy Ghil 
are the One Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or that the Fal 
and Son and Holy Ghoſt are the One Holy Spirit 
God; as that the Father and Son and Holy Gb 
or that the Father and the Sou, are The One Gul 
the Father of whom are all Things. 
Reaſon therefore, and the plain Words ai 
Senſe of Scripture; leaving you here fo palpaby 
you have nothing to recur to, but Trad:tion 
to ſupport your Explication of this Text. Ani 
even of This, (for the Paſſages referred tt 
of Irenaus, you. do not pretend have an 
Relation'to This Text, but to Epb. 4, 6, unde 
which they ſhall be conſidered in their propt 
Place;) even of this Tradition, I ſay, you c 
find no Footſteps fooner (which is a Thin 
highly worth the Readers particular Notice, 
than the very End of the Fourth or Beginning 


dey ſpea 
bis Boo 
ay very | 
0 .— 
the 
rad and 
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The fr ff Paſſage you cite, is out of Chryſo 


of your own Tranſlation, © Chryſoftom 00 
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a CART F 
tell us) ſiys, that the Holy Ghoſt is 
here] omitted, and the Son not mentioned 
by the Name God, that the Apoſtle might 
not be thought to teach a Plurality of Gods. 
© The Words Jof Ch om! are theſe: If 
therefore He [St Paul | did not dare to call the 
Hon God together with the Father, that be might 
© not be thought to ſpeak of Two Gods; wh doſft 


time ; 

nit thou wonder that he did not make mention of 
Men ibe Spirit? For be was then labouring to con- 
he E vince them [the Corinthians] that we were not 


ot Polytheiſts. 
The only Anſwer I ſhall give to this remarks 
ble Citation of yours, ſhall be to direct you to 
parallel place of the ſame Author, where he 
ves much the ſame Account of the Ad of 
be Apoſtles, as he does here of St Paul's Epiſtle. 
the Introduction to his Comment upon the 
, he thus expreſſes him- 


ley ſpeak much of Chriſt in nr avis aH 


F. Th; |  Toxiurs mes x Make 
lf; The Apoſtles, though Sorts, aha N 755 x; 


bis Book of the Ads, ! yet Hos S lud tor, 61 & &. 
q very little about bis Divi- Min nee aden & ig. 


ls an : „ 
1 - X.$/46001 Un Te Vous” wwe 
tty, or C ee Tm Ts v0: | 
al! 25 . 5 1 * 5 1 0 dg ade ets be, N TANV 
dition ES, W20 Veal it aurs un L 
au and inculcated to them eyres in vids iel dung d ng, 
ed = Day in the Law, The 2 79 dere id. 3s dy wad: 
VER Sc TavTuy ammMIN Tay Ty 
. and thy God, even the See Choe, t 2 


rd, is One, and there is «cap. 1. 

bne other but He; 
Jp could it be, if they had been told that Chrift 
zu himſelf God, and Equal to hit Father , but 
Iry muſt, of All Others, (that is, more than 


undet 
Yope 
J11 C9 


Thing 


Otlck, 

ming en the Gentiles, ] have flown off from the Apo- 
I, and broken away from tbem? | 

7500 8 chryſoſtons Notion (it ſeems) of this Do- 

cr ene, was not taught in the Ads and Epiſtles, 


nd by the ſame Argument, much leſs in the 
R Goſpels) 


(yo 
tel 


Goſpels,) but was made known by Tradition af: 
_ terwards, when the World could bear it. tra 
- What you yourſelf offer upon another Occaſon, Hatbei 
is (as to the Reaſoning) nearly of the fame Mi being 
pag. 140. kind. The Son (you ſay) was comprehended Ml tbrong 
„in the One Lord God, while the Church MW Reaſo 
was trained up in the Oeconomy of the Unity, I being 
and the Memory of Polytheiſm was wearing Ml bing, 
cout of their Minds. But when the San 
was come, that the Church could be * i. 
** ed with the great Myſtery of the divine Na- 
ture, the Doctrine of the Trinity; and was 
capable of receiving it and being founded AQ 
upon it, without incurring the Danger of di- Thou 
viding the Unity ; the Son, who was now in- 

_** carnate or become Man, was generally ſpo- The 
* ken of in relation to the Nature which be Ving 
** had newly aſſumed; and the Father, whoſe WW 945 11 
« Supremacy in Order and whoſe Paternal Digi i bimſe 
ty by no Means ſubmitted him to any ſuch the He 
“Alliance, was' ſpoken of in Terms relating at | 
te to his Godhead. © | 1 
pag. 66. The other Authority you cite out of Chr tary, 
| tom, is as follows: wag mo u e F c. en pen 
« 4 the Father is not excluded from being Lord, Mf 
(%(G- 6 yos d , in the ſame Manner as the here f 
Son 75 Lord,) © becanſe the Son is called the one” the . 
Lord; ſo neither is the Son excluded from be HE 
ing God,” (ole be: £05 6 move, in the fant t 
Manner as the Father is God,) becanſe the Fa: bow, 


** ther is called The One God.“ Juſt the con- = 
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+ Though, in your Comment on Joh, 5, 18, in your Former Book, 
pag. 89, you ſay, the Fews in our Saviours time * MUST have had 
% x Notion that there was à certain Perſon ſo cloſely united to the CI 
* God, that the great God was his Proper Father, and that on i 
«© Account be was Equal with the Father; &c. : | 1 


02% 


trary whereto, is evidently True: that, as the 


fon, Faber is in this Text certainly excluded from 
um being The One Lord, Je ſus Chriſt, BT Cor 
1ded Wl through] whom are all Things ; fa, by Panty of 


Reaſon, the Son is of Neceſſity excluded from 
being the one God, the Father, OF whom are all 
Things. 


6. 


Ads V; 3, 4. Tv He to the Holy G5. 
Thou haſt not lied unto Men, but unto God, 


The plain Meaning of this Text, is; that 
hing to Men inſpired with the Holy Ghoſt, 
was in Effect the ſame Thing as Lying to God 
. bimſelf, who gave to thoſe Perſons the Gift of 

| tie Holy Ghoſt : As Dr Clarke has explained 
it at large in his Scripture-do#rine, and in his 
Reply to Mr Nelſon, pag. 73. Jon, on the con- 
trary, without any Colour of Reaſon that I 
can perceive, and directly contrary to all Ana- 
logy of Scripture; contend that the word God, 
dere ſigni fies the Holy Ghoſt, and that, Lying 
to the Holy Ghoſt, means, Lying to God © as 74g. 96. 
HE himſelf 7s the Holy Ghoſt“ To con- 
ute this Interpretation; it is ſufficient to 
how, that there is nothing in the Circum- 
fances of this Text peculiarly, to oblige us 
to underſtand the word God in this one Paſſage 
na new Senſe, wherein it is never pretended 
bo be taken in any other Text of the whole 
bible, However, the Dr obſerved alſo fur- 
ther, that, not only no Ante-Nicene Writer 
ver interpreted this Text as jou do z (which 

ws how very late your Traditionary Inter pre- 54g. 35, 37. 
on began ;) but even Athanaſius himſe! » 

| — 4 | the 


pag. 69. 


pag. 71. 


Ein ; 


the moſt expreſs Words, which the Dr cited at 


length, explained this Text exactly as Dr Clark: 


did. In Oppoſition to which, you allege another 
Paſſage out of a ſpurious Latin piece falſely af- 
cribed to the ſame Author. Which is uſing 
your Reader not kindly. | 
The Dr took Notice moreover, that, if the 
word, God, placed abſolutely as in this Text, 
could ſignify the Holy Ghoſt; it would follow 
that the Holy Ghoſt, being the Holy Spirit of 
God, might be ſaid to be the Holy Spirit of Hin. 
ſelf. In Anſwer to This, you annex to the 
word God a very confuſed Notion, * The 
*+* Holy Spirit (you ſay,) may be the Ho- 
© ly Spirit of —— God the Father, or of 
© God the Son, — br of Both together : 
9 —_ Or, put the Caſe it were granted 
„that, in this Expreſſion, | the Holy Spirit of 
© God,] the Word God ftands for the Trinty; 
& yet there would be no more Abſurdity in 
&« ſaying, the Holy Spirit of the Iranity, though 
& the Spirit be a Part of the Trinity; than in 
« ſaying, the Spirit of a Man, which is yet 
« Part of the Man. But ſurely you will not 
ſand to it, that the Holy Spirit of God, is PART 
of God; and that God is a Being compounded of 
different Perſons, as Man is compounded of Soul 
and Body; and that, conſequently, when we 


ſay, Our Father, we pray to Part of God. The 


Apoſtle, in the very next Verſe to that where. 
in he mentions both the Spirit of a Man and 


the Spirit of God, (i Cor. 2, 11;) plainl 


ſhoweth the Difference, by ſtyling it 75 a. 
110 Td. £4 Ts ges, the Spirit which is [which ! 


ſent forth or given] from God. And our Sari- 


our himſelf does the ſame, when he ſtiles it 
(Fob. 15, 26,) m webe 6 reg Ts my 
WD: = | | ex xogel e w, 
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(245) 
Meeri, the Spirit which proceedeth [which 
v ſent forth | from the Father, os 


7. 
Gal. IV, 8. Te did Service unto Them, which 
by Nature are no Gods, 


| The Dr has ſhown at large in his Reply to pag. 76. 
Mr Nelſon, by comparing the ſeveral other _ 
Places of Scripture ' wherein the ſame word is 
uſed, that Þvns does not here ſignify Nature in 
the metaphyſical, dut in the vulgar and political 
Senſe. The Deſign of. the Apoſtle, is to 
charge thoſe whom he here writes againſt, not, 
with doing Service to Gods which were not the 
Self-exiftent Unoriginate Independent Deity ; (tor 
This they were not ſo much as pretended to be ;) 
but he charges them with doing Service to 
Gods, which in Reality were no Gods; which 
lit they had any Being at all, yet, to be ſure,) 
had not That Nature, which their Worſhippers 
aſcribed to them; had none of That real 
Power, Dominion and Authority, which the 
Worſhip paid to them ſuppoſed them to have. 
The word, Gods, in This and in ſeveral o- 
ther Texts of Scripture, is uſed in the ſame 
denſe, as the Word Lords is uſed in 1 Cor. 8, 
5. Chriſtians acknowledged One True God, One 
1aTumexTe, abſolutely over All, (even the Fa- 
ther, of whom are all Things ;) and One True 

| Lord, (even Feſus Chriſt, by or through whom 
are all Things.) Others, (ſome in one way, 
ſome in another,) acknowledged Many that 
were Called Gods, without having that Su- 
preme underived Divinity which conſtitutes 
the True Notion of God, * ſpeaking ; 


T and 


(6246) 


and Au that were called Lords, (or, in « 


Joh. 5, 22-no Power of 


ſubordinate Senſe, Gods,) without having any 
of that derived Authority, Power and Domi: 
nion, which conſtitutes the True Notion of 
Lord. And their paying Worſhip to ſuch f:- 
titious Gods or Lords, either as Supreme or Sub- 
ordinate, was a Falſe Worſhip, Thus the vor. 
ſhipping of Angels, (who are 10 Lords, having 
Judgment committed unto them ;) is 
condemned as Wiilworſhip, and fleſhly Pride, 
and an intruding into Ihings which Men have wt 


Col. 2 318, ſcen, and a not holding the Head; that is, tis (in 


19, - $3» 


| Pag. 7 
Pete . 


it's Degree) a departing from our only tre 
Head and Lord ; as well as the worſhipping 
of Demons and Idols. 


Againſt this Explication of the Text before 


vs, you offer no New Arguments; but only 
repeat thoſe, which I think the Dr has al- 
ready fnily obviated in his Reply, I ſhall here 
obſerve only, that whereas in This place (as well 
as conſtantly elſewhere) you make the metapby 
fical Subflarce of God, and not his Supreme uni- 
riginate Dominion, the principal Ground of All 
Worſhip ; it is to be noted, that ſince the 
word d 5!, or Fehovah, does not ſignify the Sub 
france of God, but HIM [the Perſon] who! 


That Subſtance is; it follows unavoidably, if 


the Worſhip paid to Oriſt be not given him up- 
on Acecunt of his received Dominion from the Fa- 
ther, but upon Account of his being himſelf id 
or Jehovah, as your Argument ever ſuppoſes; 
it follows {I ſay) of Neceſſity, that there wil 
be in the Divine Subſtance More than One 5 . 
or Febovah ; (Which is contrary to Scripture 
For, to ſay that the Son is the ſame 6 4 or the 


ſame Fehovah, the ſame HE (if I may ſo ſpeak) 


with the Father, not repreſentatively, but literal 
ly and individually; is to ſay expresſly, that 1 
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: _ 

s, not the ſame Sub/tance, but the ſame Perſon 
with the Father; that is indeed, that he is 0 
Ferſon at all. | 

Had St Faul underſtood the Notion you con- 
tend for, he could not have ſaid, is un I- 
ca S ©EOIE, them which by Nature are no Gods; 
but, Tois us @V9H wor EN, them which by Na- 
ture are not GOD. For, to ſay, (not, that they 
are not GOD, but) that they are not Gods, for 
This Reafon, becauſe they are not the One 
Self-exiſtent Subſtance ; (becauſe they have not 
recerved The Divine Subſtance, ſo you expreſs 
yourſelf, pag. 79;) is ſaying, that if they 
vere the One ſelf- exiſtent Subſtance, (if theybad 
received the Diviue Subſtance,) they would be fo , 
many Gods; (Gods in Subſtance, Gods in Subſtance 
07 Nature, ſo you expreſs yourſelf pag. 80 and 
79.) Which deſerves your ſerious Conſideration. 


The Sentence you cite out of Clemens Alexan- pg. 78. 
drinns, is a very remarkable 3 
One: Tdolatry, is the divi= EA E in 7% was 
ding of God, from One into i Tis moves im dun, Os 
Many, The Inference to be * 
made from it, is; that 
we ought All to be careful above All things, 
to maintain the True Unity of God, which 1s 
the great Foundation of all Religion both na- 
tural and revealed. V herein This Unity of God 
conſiſts, I have indeavoured to ſhow above, 
pag. 218, Sc. 15 


The words of the Roman Governour, w&Tx bag 80. 
To x&T% Plow e, with Thoſe who are Gods 
by Nature, ſpeaking of the Roman Gods; do 
bet expreſs your Notion of the word [ovac} 
WM Natore, but directly the contrary, For the Ro- 
| R 4 mans 


Dag. 8 


is it, that Chriſt was Faithful to as a Son, and 
Moſes as a Servant? 


Can | 
mans did not look upon Their Gods, to be Self. me Pa 
exifient aud Supreme, | Nau one 
| . J God; 
1. N ord. 
ut This, 
it the ſ⸗ 
ole Nc 
ls, whe! 
the Ape 
may ve 
place, 1 
ferent ! 
whom 5 


Heb. III; 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Vo [viz. Chriſt] 

was Faithful to Him that appointed him, as alſo 
Moſes was Faithful in all bis Houſe. 
For this Perſon (viz. Chriſt | was counted wor- 
thy of more Glory than Moſes, inaſmuch as He 
who bath builded the Houſe, bath more Honour 
than the Houſe, _ 
For every Houſe is builded by ſome one; but He 
that built All things, is GOD. | 

And Moſes verily was Faithful in all bis Houſe, 
as a Servant; 7 

But Chriſt, as a Son over bis own Houſe, 


&c. 


The true Meaning of theſe Words, the Dr 
ſuppoſed to be This. Moſes was Faithful 2s a 
Servant, in another Man's Houſe ; Chriſt, asa 
Son in his own Houſe, of his own building; And 
the Supreme Houſbolder [the Pater-familias_| or 
Father over All, is GOD. Thus 1 Cor. 11, 3, 
The Head of every Man, is Chriſt; and the 
Head of the Woman, is the Man; and the 
Head of Chriſt, is GOD, And ver, 12, but 
All Things, of GOD. b 

Againſt 'This Explication of the Text, you 
have nothing at all to allege. Only you m1 
your Reader would underſtand the word GOD 
in this Place to ſignify Chriſt. Which if it 
did; what then would become of the whole 
Gradation of the Apoſtle's Argument? and who 
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The Paſſage you cite out of Philo, is a very fag. 81: 
od One: Avo yote 8&c. There are Two Temples 

Cod; One, is This World, in which the Di- 
ord, the firft-begotten of God, is High- Prieſt. 


ut This, and the Other Sentences you cite out 


i the ſame Author, are clearly againſt your 

ole Notion: As you yourſelf plainly con- pag. 32: 
eld, when you ſay Philo's Words are © 1o like 

the Apoſtle's Style in this Epiſtle, that they 

may very well be uſed as a Comment on the 

Place, making ſome Allowance for their dif- 

ferent Notions of the Dignity of the Ford, 

whom yet they Both call tos God, 


3 
Pet. I, 1. The Righteonſneſs of God, and 
W Savzour Feſus Chriſt. 


The words in the Original are, Slo Un 
8 Hs var, v, o He- 1 N yes. Which, 
um the Poſition of the word 1uwv, you think | 
wht to be rendred, not, the Righteouſneſs of 
od, and our Saviour Feſus Chriſt; but, the 
| whteouſneſs of our God, and Saviour Feſus Chriſt. 
ut the more exact Rendring than either of 
ele, is, The Righteouſneſs of our God, and of 
I Saviour Feſus Chrift ; the word vuGv being 
tpeated c T8 mon. And indeed in ſeveral 
litions it is expreſſed; des #ua!, , owTHeG- 
% 17% Neis 3 Andis accordingly rendred 
Þ ſome old Tranſlations, and, after Them, 
Zexa, | juſtitiam Dei noſtri, & ſervatoris 
altri Jeſu Chriſti,] the Righteouſneſs of our 
Ju, and of our Saviour Feſus Chriſt. 
However, upon the whole, I acknowledge 
Dr Clarke has done,) that the words, —_— 
| their 


ö 
| 
\ 


* 


Reply to 


Nur Nelſon the Father, were: Firſt, becauſe the word, God 


P. 83. 


paz: 83. 


1 
their grammatical Conſtrudion, are ambiguou 
and that therefore from the bare words themſelos 


no Proof can be drawn on either Side, whethe! 
the Term God in this place means the Fathn 


or Chriſt; but this Queſtion muſt be determi 
'ned from the Tenour and Analogy of 0 
ther Places of Scripture. 5 

The Doctor's Reaſons for underftanding it 


throughout the New Teſtament, generally ſign 
fies the Father, and therefore moſt probably doe 
ſo in This Place likewiſe. And Secondly, becauſ 
in the very next Verſe, the fame words are re 
peated in ſuch a Conſtruction, as determine 
the Senſe neceſſarily without Any Ambiguity 
| *-riyvons. T8 Jes. 3X, Ir TY rus Null, 
The Knowledge of God, and of Feſus our Lord 

To theſe Reaſons you give no Anſwer, bu 
ce leave them to the Reader,” And ſo all 


do I. 


That Other Text, Tit. ii, 13. The glorin 
appearing of the Great God, | or, the appearing « 
the G'ory of the Great God,] and our Savic 
Feſus Cin iſt; having been incidentally mentic 
ned under This Head, as being in grammitl 
cal Conſtruction like to the Text fore- going 
came thence to be conſidered in This place. 

That, in this Text, the words, The Grea 
God, ſignify the Father; the Dr has {bow 
at large in his Reply, (Ne 9, pag. $5.) ti 
the whole Analogy of Scripture : This Tit 
The Great God, being, in the Old Teſtament, | 
Character of the Father; and in the New 1 
tament never applied to Chriſt, but to they 
ther only, Rev. 19, 17, if the Words l 
Great God) be at all the True Reading in Ti 


paſſage. | — 
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In your Anſwer. you allege, that Origen in 
one place uſes the Phraſe 6 wwyaxs Sees | the 
Great God] in ſuch a manner, as may ſeem to 
ary with it ſome Ambiguity. But whoever Contr. 
onhiders the whole Paſſage, will find that 6 H- Cell. lib. 
yas geo the Great God, is the ſame whom in? 8 
the next Sentence he calls d 16% dAwv 965 The 3** 
God of the Univerſe ; which is a Phraſe never 
led by Origen nor by Any Antient Writer con- 
tening the Son, but the Father only. Late 
Writers in the Fourth and Fifth Centuries, with 
whoſe Comments you love to amuſe your Read- 
n, are of no manner of Authority, where they 
have not Reaſon on their Side: Nothing being 
wore uncertain than the Pretenſes of Tradition, 
I0 contentious and unlearned Times 
You allege further, that“ the Term £220 - pag. 87. 
le Appearing, ſeems to be appropriated in 
Leripture either to the Appearance of the 
Hen in Fleſh at his firſt Coming, or to his 
Appearance in a Body of Glory at his ſecond 
Comipg.“ Which is very True, and very 
enſiſtent with our underſtanding The Great 
God in this Text to ſignify the Father, For 
lhe Text does not ſay, that the Great God | the 
Fatber,) ſhall bimſelf appear, perſonally ; 
(That's impoſſible ;) But his Glory ſhall ap- 
pear. The words which we render the glorious 
Appearing, are, Em1PAVEOC 7 16 q duc 1 the Ap- 
raring of the Glory of the Great God, that is, 
be Glory of bis Father in which the Son of Man 
fall come, Matt. 16, T9: | ; 

But your main Argument is, that the Great bas. *4- 
[Cod even in the Old Teftament, means at the 
ame time Both Father and Son. Which is evi- 
Cently impoſſible. For ſince the words, The 

eat God, (in like manner 2s The Great King, 
ad all other the like Characters, are neceſſari- 


Iy 


| C. 252; ) 
ly and manifeſtly expreſſive, not of an 4! 


ftra# Subſtance, but a Living Perſon, tis plain 


this Title cannot at one and the ſame Time 
denote Two Perſons, whatever Union or Lui 
of Subſtance be ſuppoſed between them; unleſs 
One Living Perſon can be Iwo Living P:rſon, 
which is a direct contradiction; or On? Living 
Perſon can be Another Living Perſon, which can: 
not poſſibly be individually, but only repreſenta: 
tivelyj. Whenever therefore That which is 
ſpoken of the Father in one place, is in ano: 
ther applied to the Son; ſince ſuch application, 
if underſtood literally, makes the Son to be, not 
the Subſtance of the Father, but the ſame Livin 
Agent, even the very Perſon of the Father , tit 
plain it cannot poſſibly be underſtood otherwiſe, 
than that the inviſible Father acts by his Son, who 
is (Zech, 12, 8,) God the Angel of the Lord. 


Concerning the Texts, Rom, 9, 5, who 73 over 
all God bleſſed: for ever; and 1 Tim. 3, 16, od 
was manifeſted in the Fleſh ; (Both which Texts, 
you mention only icidentally ;) the Dr has 
ſhown in his Scripture- doctrine, Ne 539 and 54%, 
that, ſuppoſing the Reading and the Rendmny 

of Both of them to be right, yet they do not 
affect the Queſtion between you. I ſhall here 
remark only, that Dr Mil 


E Pa tribus Catholicis, quibus 
id operæ datum, ut Divinjtatem 
Chriſti locis S: Scripturæ und iq; 
conquiſnis adſtruerent; ante 


annum Chriſti 380, nemo, quod 


quidem ſciam, textum hunc in 
medium produxit. Gregorius 
Ayſſenus primus om tum Cc. 
ill. in Locum. | 


Pag. 89. word © Sec was 5 


expresſly acknowledges col: 
cerning the latter of them; 
that none of the Writers in 
the Time of the Arian Corr 
troverſy, ever alleged That 
Text before the Year 380. 
Whether the Comments 0 


Later Writers prove (as You 


conceive they do) that tie 
oth known and uſed in the 


Reading of the Text © before the Beginning q 
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when t! 


large, N 
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( 253) 


the Sixth Century; may be conſidered, 
when thoſe particular Comments are produ- 


4 


10. 


Matt, XIX. 17. There is None Good, l 
(xe, [eis One Perſon, )] that is God. : 


This Text has been already conſidered at 
ge, NI. And all your unintelligible Ar- 
ung under this Head, about Self-exiſtence being 
a Negative, and not eſſential or ſubſtantial Cha- 
45% I have anſwered above, pag. 14 and 3 
j Cc. | | 


II, 


Rom. XI, 36. Of Him, and through Him, 
ad to Him are all Things. 


If the word, Him, in each part of this Sen- 
tence, does not mean the ſame Perſon ; all Uſe 
& Language is at an End, and Any Words 
ay with Equal Propriety be underftood to 
dean Any Thing, 
The incredible Confuſion you here introduce, ; 
Y indeavonring to thow that the word Him 5 
lers to God, ver, 33, and that God there ſig- a 
fes Three Perſons ;, is what I ſhall not de- 
ene, but deſire the Reader to conſider it care- 
Wy by Himſelf. 5 
The He here mentioned, is the God of the 
lers and Gentiles, ſpoken of through this 
Mole Chapter; even He, whom the ſame Apo- 
le elſewhere calls, The One God and Fatber of 
All. 


pag. 97. 


; 


(254) 


All. And the plain Meaning of the word ntiente 
(as Dr Clarke paraphraſed them in his Reply,) if ſame 
This: From him all things derive their Being, by brit 
bim all things are preſerved. and governed, to 1 reaſ 
Glory all things ſhall terminate. 4 2k - 
* The Spirit (you ſay) is as eſſentially O). 2 


* with God, as the Spirit of a Man is On In (% 


* with the Man.” If by the word, God, yall the Ser 
here mean the Father; then your Aſſertion i daft ; 
that the Spirit of the Father is as much the Ft ems) 1 


bim even ſo the things of God knoweth 10 Mar 


: page 99, - The Authorities (you ſay) for in——_ 
| 0 


ther bimſelf, as the Spirit of a Man is the Mi 
bimſelf. - But if by the word, God, you mea 
the 1rinity, as before in pag. 72; then your A 
ſertion is, that the Spirit of God is Part of Gd 
as the Spirit of a Man is (in your own Expreſſ 
on, pag. 72,) Fart of the Man. Neither « 
which Notions, are the Doctrine of Scripture 
or do at all follow from thoſe words of th 
Apoſtle, to which you allude, 1 Cor. 2; 10 
11, The Spirit ſearches all things, yea, the din 
things of. God; For what Man knoweth the thm 
of a' Man, ſave the Spirit of Man which is 


Mather as 
ly, that 
Meanin 
the Lor 
becauſe 
Father 
through 
cauſe þ 
father: 
preſſing 


the Text before ns in the manner vou do, a the Ter 
Bafil, Marius Vickorinus, Ambroſe, and Auf t now 

Authors, in the latter end of the Fomth, after Ce 
in the Fifth Centuries: Which ſhows that yo! 
Tradition here, began extremely late. Sure! 
when the words of the Apoſtle, (f him, # 
through him, and to him are all things; to 
be Glory for ever, Amen ;] are fo plainly, bo 
in common Senſe, and in the * J 1 
ntient 


but the Spirit of God; Ty eU Th © TV Jy 
ver. 12, the Spirit which is | ſent forth or given 
From God. cf 


ne 


Intienter Writers, ſpoken concerning one and 
e ſame Perſon; it requires much better Au- 
bority than you have alleged, to perſwade 
ny reaſonable Man, that, Of HIM, means 
ne Perſon ; and, Tbrongb HIM, another; and, 
hb HIM, a third; and, To HIM [aur] be 
ory, all Three together. Which though Au- 


Ni 
) i 
hy 
U 


the Senſe of the words, yet he plainly ſup- 
poſes it MAT be fo. Which you think (it 
ems) is a ſufficient Proof of Any thing. 


araphraſed the words of this Text Thus, 
* of him, as HE is Father, through him, as 
H is Son; to him, as HE is the Holy 
Ghoſt :* ] The Dr obſerved, that This 
as plainly introducing a Confuſion of Perſons, 
nd affirming that All things were throngh the 
lather as HE is the Son, &c, To this you re- 
y, that your words do not 
Meaning. For though all things are through 
the Lord God, as HE is the Son and Word, 
becauſe the Lord God is a common Name-to 
Father and Son; yet all things are not 
through the Father, as HE is the Word, be- 
cauſe Father is not a common Name to the 
Father and the Word ; the Term Father, ex- 
preſſing a ſingle and individual Perſon ; 
the Terms Lord God, a common Nature.” 
ue now This, is introducing (if poſſible) a 
ater Confuſion than the Other, For tis 
laking the word HE, (which expreſſes a ſingle 
id individual Perſon, as neceſſarily as the 
em Father does,) to denote what you call a 
Mmon Nature, which includes many Per- 
0s: That is, tis directly affirming One Per- 
to be Many Perſons. N 

; Beſides: 


In (you ſay) ** does not directly affirm to be ,,,. 


You having, in your former Book, pag. 28, 


infer any ſuch pag. 1023 


Fad 1 - 
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Beſides : Tis worth taking Notice of her 
by the way, that if the Term Lord God was, a 
it is not, a common Name to Father and 
yet all wig followed from hence, 


Con * 
would be, that it 
cording to the Circ 


Confuſion of Perſons. 


Over and above all which, (as Confuſion is 
very proli fick of Confuſion,) you are in this 
place guilty of Another direct ContradiQton 
to yourſelt. For whereas you ſay here, that 
the Term Father expreſſes a ſingle and indir: 
** dual Ferſon; in other places y ou ſay, that 

pag. 19. the words © eis [One] and maxi [Father] 


* were never intended to exclude the Son: 


that the Title © God, notwithſtanding the 

g. 17. © Addition of the Term Father,” | that is to 
tay, the Title God the Father, includes the 
Ig. 11. Son: Nay, that even © the Expreſſion, 1h 
* Father which is in Heaven does not ſo appro 

' priate to the Perſon of the Father, as to ex- 


clude the Son. 


pag 103. You perſiſt in affirming, that the word é, it 
the New Teſtament, ſignifies indifferently t9 
or in. But none of the Inſtances you alleg?, 
prove any ſuchthing. 'zis d Ee 1 02 
ur, ſignifies (in the grammatical Conſtruction) 
bim Upon whom my Affection is placed; And b *s 


TW &yeov , is, be that is gone Into the Field. 10 


may be added, 6 &v es Tov xd\ mow TS muT 
is, be that is received or admitted into the 55 
fom of the Father. Upon the whole indeed, the 
| Senſe is the ſame, as iv d wvſormom, and d 
Tl &yew, and 5 d é mf AN. But affed 


ing perplext Ideas, and labouring to codon 


ight indifterently, accord 

ſtances of the Text, be 
underſtood of Either of them; not, that it 
could ſignify Both together; which is a dir 


the Sig 
c 
Any G 
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n above 


Neve 
more di 
more im 
fore us. 
be unde; 
but of t 
| Which * 
Very rem 
one Bod 
One Lo 
very ele 
id On, 
All, and 
the Ant. 
ated an 
J Pag. * 
ing ack; 
would th 


| eee 
the Signification of words; has never any Ten- 
lency to right and true Underſtanding, nor to 


* 
—— - dt 


1 
Eph. IV, 6. One God and Father of All; who 
above All, and through All, and in you All. 


+ es 
EI. 


Never were words more clear, more full, 

more diſtinct, more free from Ambiguity, and 

more impoſible to be miſunderſtood ;, than theſe be- 

fore us. Yet even This, it ſeems, is not to 

be underſtood of the One God and Father of All, 

but of the Three Perſons, The Gradation, by pig. 103. 

which you arrive at This Senſe of the words; is 

rery remarkable. The Apoſtle, having mentioned 

one Body, One Spirit. One Hope of your Calling, 

One Lord, One Faith, One Baptiſm; adds 

rery elegantly, as the Head and Top of 

All, One God and Father of All, who is above 

All, and through All, and in you All. Some of 

the Antient Fathers, (whoſe words the Dr 

ated and conſidered at large in his Reply, N* 

% after ba... N 

ming acknowledged (as how lic Deus, eſt Patef Domint 

ld they do otherwiſe 2) noſtri Jeſu 8 8 48 0 

that This Ons God and Fa- Pes nh , fiber onmer, & 

ther of All, who is above All, per omni, 75 in omnibus nobis. 

td through All, and in us Iren. lib. 2. c. 2. 

Ml; is the Father of our | 

Lord Jeſus Chriſt; add afterwards, of their 

Un, by way of Comment, that this One God 

od Father of All, is above All actually in his 

en Perſon, is through All BY his Word, is in 

AM BY his Spirit: Which Comment, though 

it has nothing init abſurd or unreaſonable, yet 

8 nothing to the Senſe of the Apoſtles words. | 
Wwever; upon; This, Ton build one improvement pag. 63. | 

| further: "2 
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Wi 
further: If (ſay you) He is through All ) 
bis Word, ——he is through all things 4. 
wy & he is the Word. And if he is in All B) 
« his Spirit, he is in All As he is the Spirit,” 

And now it is become a complete Abſurdity, 


What follows, is (if poſſible) ſtill more 
5 groſs. © Ferom (you ſay,) no leſs than Irenau, 
85 de held an Unity of Subſtance or Nature in the 
% Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. WHENCE 
[that is, from Ferom's holding an Unity of Sub. 
Rance] © it APF EARS that the Suſtantu 
„Union of the Spirit and Word with the Fa 
ther, SEEMS to be taught” [in this Teat] 
c by, who is above all, and through all, and it 
© you all. Did not the World know you to 
be a ſerious Writer, it would be impoſſible nol 
to look upon This as 2 ridiculing both of Sen 
ture and Reaſon, e 


13. _— 

Tit. ii. 13. The glorious Appearing of the Ent 
God, ſor, the Appearing of the Glory of th 
Great God ;] and our Saviour Feſus Chriſt. 


This Text has been treated of abore, in N. 


14. | 
, Joh. V, 20. Ve know that the Son of Gui 
25 come, and has given us an Under ſtandnig, tha 
we may know Him that is True, {Tov «&Ay,9.000 0 
the True God; ſoit is in many MSS;] And v 
Are in Him that is True, [in That True God; 


[2 


even in 
his Sor 
and Ete 
the Wa 
the Fat 

The 
this T. 
True C 
ther; 
the Re 
brief C 
advanc 


C21» ) 


. , in bis Son Ces af vic , by or through © 
OW Sen] Feſus Chrift. This is the True God, 


and Eternal Life : [This is the True God, and 
the Way that leads to him; This is, having 
the Father and the Su, 2 Joh. 9. 1 
The Dr having very largely explained paz. 96. 
this Text in his Reply, and ſhown that The 
True God here neceſlarily ſignifies The Fa- 
ther; I will not repeat his Proofs, but refer 
the Reader thither. I ſhall only make ſome 
brief Obſervations, upon what you have now 
advanced, 


Upon the general Deſgn of this whole Epi- 
ſle, you expreſs yourſelf in the following 
manner. Though the Perſon of the Father is Pag. 106. 
the ultimate End of all Worſhip, es being the. 
* Firſt in the Godhead; yet This does not 
* hinder but that the main Deſign of St John's 
* Epiſtle may be, as it appears to be, to ſhow 
the Reader that Feſus Chrift is the Son of God, 
* that he is the only Means of approaching the 
Father, that he is Eternal Life himſelf, and 


* True God; * And all 
* This, without exalting 
* him into the Perſon of 
* the Father, to whom 
* the Title or Character 


12 


the 


„* The Parentheſis you here 
put in, (“ that is, as he 1s 
&« ſubſtantially One with the 
« Father ;”) is what there is 
no mention of in This E 


* of True God does prima- piſtle. 

vi belong.” This is in | 

a manner, granting all that the Dr contended 
for; and would in its natural Conſequence, 
lead you to the True Underftanding of This 
and moſt of the other Texts before us. | 


As to the Reading of thoſe words, that we 
may know. the True God; you obſerve out of Pag. 107. 
Dr Mills, that only 10 MSS have the word 
- S2 God, 


„ 4 bh 


God, and 20 want it. But you forgot to take No. 
tice, that beſides the 10 ſpecified by Dr Mills, it 


cc 
is fo read likewiſe in the Complutenſian Edition, F 17 
trom the beſt Vatican Manuſcripts. And the vnlgar e ther 
Latin alſo has it; And very many of the Antient Ba 
Greek and Latin Fathers. And the very Senſe it- Tron 
ſelf, it you attentively conſider the whole, ſuffici- "hs 
ently determines This to be the True Reading, Bible i 
For if the Son of God is come, and has given us an 1 
Under ſtanding that we may know —— ; Whon EI 
would the Apoſtle fay that Chriſt has taught 3 
; us toknow, but the Fatber in the firft place? had th 
. 107- But further, ( you ſay,) if the Drs 3 8 
Reading be true, it may be asked, what 3 
Occaſion is there for this Repetition, This i er 
<« the True God; when *tis ſaid twice before in 3 
the ſame Verſe that he is the True God, ac- be to: 
„ cording to the Dr's Rendring, which runs te Wi 
ce thus; The Son of God is come, and has given That p. 
© ig an n that we may know the Tn The on 
%“ God; and we are in that True God, by Cor 


4e through] his Son Feſus Chriſt; Tis is the Ine 
i God, K Tante; 0 laſt words are 4 
brief Recapitulation of the Whole that went 
before. And yet it is not ſo, as you repreſent ; 
that the words, the True God, are twice before 
in the fame Verſe. For the word, God, 18 


True So 
Which 
Jour Sei 
Later 
laſt Wo1 
Cori, 


But, 
not repeated the ſecond Time, but only under: certain 
ſtood : That we may know the True God ; nl the WI 
we Are in him that is True, | & r 1,96, in theſe w 
That True one, That True God, through his Crip, 
Lon Feſus Chrift : This is the True God, and eter- vation 
nal Life. | Fx th 
| 1 . WM thoſe 
Fa. ro, 7 proceed: © As for the Dr's Tranſlation, 4 ſ; 
* by bis Son Feſus Chrift, I believe he cann 7 are in 
“produce one Antient Writer of the Ns No othe 
on his Side. Athanaſius, Baſil, Ambroſe, * N nee 
3 | . 8 ä 4 arly 


\ 


— 


62619 

* lary, Ferom, and Cyril, give us No Occafion to 
„think that they underderſtood it otherwiſe 
* than explicatory of the preceding Sentence, 
* Him that is True The I ranſlation, 
Through his Son Feſus Chrift, 1s not the Dr's; 
but was ſo printed long ſince, in the Biſhop's 
Bible in Henry the 8ths Time. As to the Fathers 
you mention: Their barely giving no Occaſion 
to think they underſtood it otherwiſe than you 
do; is a ſtrong Argument againſt you. For 
had they read and underſtood the Lext, as you 
do; they would, in thoſe days of Contention, 
not only have given no occafion to think they 
underſtood it otherwiſe, but would have been 
large enough in their Explications of it accord- 
ing to that Senſe. But the Truth is; Moſt of 
the Writers of that Age, read the Text thus: 
That we may know the True God, [in * Baſil "tis, * Contr, 
The only True God,] and that we may be in his Eunom. 
Ine Son Jeſus Chriſt ; This is the True God, c. 
Which Reading, 1s altogether inconſiſtent with 
your Senſe of the Place; Though ſome of thoſe 
Later Fathers would indeed gladly have thofe 
= 13 This is the True God, underſtood of 

riſt. | 
But, whatever thoſe Later Writers did, tis 
certain (as Dr Clarke obſerved,) that None of 
the Writers in the Firſt Three Centuries allege 
theſe words, This is the True God, as fpoken of 
Crit, To this, you reply; that this Obſer- 
ration “ would indeed have had ſome Weight, 3,9. 111. 
if the Dr could have preducett any One of | 
| thoſe Writers, who had alleged the words 
" as ſpoken of the Father.” I anſwer : They 
are in Courſe underſtood of the Father, when 
no other Explication is ſuggeſted ; there being 
no need of alleging and explaming Texts particu- 
lar ly, in Proof of the Father being the Tine God. 

| 83 But 


a 
. 
— 


1 


* 


” ( 262 ) 
But had Any of theſe Writers (who were very 
careful in collecting Texts to prove the Di- 
vinity of Chriſt, though not in a way agreeable | 
to Jour Noticn,) underſtood theſe words to The 
have been ſpoken of Chriſt; they could not ſtyles 
have failed to have alleged Ibis among other ing th 
Texts brought together for that Purpoſe ; Which vinity 

peg II. yet None of them ever did. Ion add: Nay, « 1 
it has not been my Fortune to meet with Dr 
One Writer of Antiquity, who explains the 
Text, who has net underſtood it of the Son.“ 6 
I agiwer : By Writers of Antiquity, you mean 
here only ſome Late Writers of the Fourth and « ſtan 

_ F#ifth Centuries ; whoſe Authority in this Caſe ; 


contray 
but to 


: | 18 00 
is nothing; and whoſe manner of underſtand- WM « ved 
ing the Text, is (as I have ſhown above) incon- « ft is 
ſiſtent even with their own Reading of the words. & Jed 

| « “Div 


. But you obſerve further, that the Writers of I « Fat 
fee. 109: the New Teſtament, and particularly St Fobn, „; 
© Never uſe this Sort of Phraſe, in the Father « by 

% Hy the Son, but in the Father and in the don. 
I anſwer : It makes no Difference as to the 


NCe As. Is C 
Senſe, if, even in This Text, inſtead of by © nor 
or Throngh, you render the words, In his Son gom! 


Jeſus Chriſt. For the Phraſes; we are in tbe 1 85 
1rue God, through bis Son Feſus Chriſt; or, ' WM dual! 
are in the True (God, and In bis Son Feſus Chnft 
or we are in the Irue God, even In (that is, H cf N 
our being in) bis Son Feſus Chrift ; are all df 
them exactly the ſame in Senſe, and muſt allo 
them equally be of Neceſſity underſtood com- FRO 
cernivg Two Perſons, — 97h by leaving cut WM ... 
the word Seò in the former part of the Ser- 


| as th 
tence, you leave God quite, out of the whole Son 9 
Text; and ſuppoſe St John affirming, that ty or 


our Saviour came not to preach his Father at 
all, but Himſelf only. Which, I am ſure, BY Se 
| contrary | 


Co 
7 WM contrary, not only to St John's conſtant Style, 
but to the whole Scriptures. 


1 The Dr had ſaid, that Irenaus very juſtly 
ot fiyles Chrift True God, and Truly God; mean- 
ing thereby, not, ſelf-exiſtent underived Di- 
vinity, Ge. Upon This, you ask ; And, I pz. 10. 
„ pray, in what part of my Writings does the 
* Dr find, that Self-exiftence, &c. are parts 
> WH © of the Notion of the True God, as applied 
* to the Son?” I anſwer: In page 95, you 
have theſe words; © The ſame exiſtent Sub- 
F * ſtance, with its ſubſtantial Attributes, as [t 
1. is conſidered in the Father, is called unde: i. 
: * ved; as It is conſidered in the Sou, to whom 
* It is communicated froni the Father, 1s cal- 
* led derived.” And again, pag. 193, The 
c * Divine Subſtance, as it is perſonalized in the 
; Father without Derivation, is called Self-ex- 
* zſtent ; but as It is perſonalized in the Son 
* by Derivation from the Father, or as It paſ- 
mM = ſes from the Father Into a ſecond Subſiſtence, 

* 18 called begotten ; It receiving different De- 
* nominations in different Reſpects“ Now 
hs from theſe words of yours, I thus argue. If 
the Subſtance of the Son, be itſelf the indivi- 
f dual ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance of the Father, (as 
; you affirm in direct Contradidion to the Council 
cf Nice, who teach in their Creed, that the 
* don is, not the Bols 7& rede, the Subſtance 
of the Father, but EU TU N,ο TH mrToo, 


at FROM the Subſtance of the Father ;,) then you 
. unavoidably affirm the Son to be as S'!f--xiftent 
le as the Father; unleſs you will acknowledge the 
L to be no Suh ſiſtence as all, but a mere Quali- 


5 ty or Affection of the Father's Subſtance. For, 
i when, to avoid this Difficulty, you ſay the 
delſexiſtent Subſtance is called Derived or B-got- 

| O 4 | = Few 5 


r 
ten; you affirm only a Contradiction in Terms, 
which is affirming nothing at all. And wha 
you ſay Self-exiftence is a mere Negation, and 
no ſubſtantial Character; This alſo is the bighef 
Abjm dity, as I have ſhown above, pag, 216, 


What 
he Wor(þ 


Fg 110, As 20 the Criticiſm concerning the Uſe of the 


111. 


Phraſe Sog 52, and the placing of the Article 
d after it; Nothing is more plain, than that 
the words res deu $, refer, not neceſſarily to 
the word placed next in poſition before them, but 


|UDE 
CT0TH) 
Tour, ] a; 


Almas to the Perſon prancipally ſpoken of; to Again! 
| the Perſon who is the Principal Subject of the Ned, to 
Sentence immediately fore-going. Which, in Neſſity 
the Text betore us, the Dr has abundantly Ning to o 
{ſhown to be The Father, 
| | Your ! 
pi: 112. What you alledge about Eternal Life be- pncernin 
ing © a joint Predicate with the True Ged, Wn was b 
* of the Pronoun This; and about the Ne Fathe 
** Perplexity and Violence of the Dr's Inter- ihe 1/51 
6 pretation : * This will be ſufficiently an- the Th; 
ſu ered by a bare Recital of the Text, that rl Teſt 
ti e Reader may judge whether the Senſe of it Nan, Ez 
be perplext or not. "0:0 atv dy 671 6 vids 78 Fs oy inus, 
ha , Kori e. cee, Ic  ackoui l Antie 
C. vo { ©£01.] 4 £Opey £& 7%) are, WI To T} 
Ta vi avTs W105 Ne BT Vow G he is; th 
Stec, val y Fel e1GniG- : We know that the Son ly, if 
of God is come, and bath given us an Underſtanding, tion by 


that we may know the True God; and we are In ng fe 
That Tine One, (the Tice God,) by Cor, by ov WM fore ith 
being in] his Son Jeſus Chriſt. This is the True 'Whenct 


God, and eternal Life : | This is the Father, and ters tra 
the Sen. This is the True God, even the Futber; WM to the 
and This the / ay that leads to him, even 7% hl: Not 

(i, who is the Way, the Truth, and the Life.) Dale! 


What Wl and 


(265) 


What you add, about Idol not ſignifying . 313 
the Y'or (hip of Idols; is mere Trifling. TT 


1 5. 


VDE 4. Deming the only Lord God | T dv Ar 
koe7nv J£0v, God the Only Supreme Gover- 
pour,] and our Lord Feſus Chriſt. 


Againſt the Reaſons whioh Dr Clarke here al- Reps 1 0 
ed, to prove that the Only Lord God muſt of , 55 : > 
Kefſity mean God the Father; you have no- 


ling to object. 


Your whole Diſcourſe under This Head, is 
cerning an iucidental Queſtion, whether the 
un was begotten by the Vill or not by the Will of 
le Father. To prove that the Son was begotten 
be Vill of the Father; beſides the plain Reaſon 
the Thing itſelf, the Dr alleged theclear and ex- 
els Teſtimonies of Fuſtin Martyr, Origen, No- 
an, Euſebius, the Council of Sirmium, Marius 
ho ius, Baſel, Gregory Nyſſen, and indeed almoſt 
Antient Writers, excepting only Atbanaſins, 
To This, you make Two Anſwers. The pag. 12 f. 
Me is; that the Ante-Nicene Writers general- 
ly, if not Always, mean no other Genera- 
ton by that which is voluntary, than the Co- 
ning forth or Manifeſtation of the Son be- 
fore fthe Worlds, in order to create them: 
Vence it is probable, ſome following Wri- 
ters transferred the Style in a difterent Senſe 
to the eternal Generation.” But now, this 
le Notion, concerning what you call © the, 1233 
Double Subſiſtence of the Son, (the fi and 
| /ond Subſiftexce of the Son, his fit and ſe- 


CON! 
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cond Generation, Both of them before H derft 


x 


Worlds; ) is a mere Fiction, without any Ground ſhou 


at all; ariſing merely from a con/uſed Notion t: 
ef Theophilus and ſome Others, who blended toi upon 


ether literal and figurative Expreſſions,) as i is 
the Son of God was the N- een, MNubtleſs 
inter nal Reaſon or . iſdom of the Father, produæi obatzon 
' afterwards (or becoming 720p00t) into a realiſe ablurc 
Perſon. A Notion, no leſs unknown to Full and 
Alas tyr, Origen, Novatian, Euſebius, the Councilo ceſſity 


ure. | 


Fag. 11 
AE, my 


o 


N 


is This: That, being begotten by the Will of th 


Sr mium, and other Antient Writers ;than An 
in itſelf, and without All Foundation of Say 


The Other Anſwer therefore you make, t 
what Reaſon and fo many Antient Authors teal 
concerning the Son's being begotten by the N. 


of the Father; and which you moſt inſiſt on ; 18 
W any 


ntradid 
ery Not 
as clear 
of t! 
ENTS, - 


Father, means only being begotten ot with 
the Approbation of the Father. But This ist 
very loweſt kind of trifling with Words. Fo 
what Similitude is there between any thing 
being done by the Will of a Perſon, and bei 


done by Neceſſity not without bis Liking and AS” SPeec 
probation ? The Riſing and Setting of the out 4 
and the Returns of Rain and fruitful Sealon eve an - 
are (with Regard to all Humane Power) neo himſ 
fary : Yet they come to paſs not without il; it « 


Great good-liking and Approbation. Do . 
think therefore that any Man ever was ſo ! 
ſurd, as (for this Reaſon) to ſay that thes 
riſes and ſets by the Will of Men? Yet this elteriſte 
exactly the very ſame Caſe. If the S 
begotten by abſolute Neceſity of Nature, mere 
not without the Approbation of the Fatber; 
would be no more true to ſay that the Fatbr) fly in the 
gat the Son, than to ſay that en cauſe i a to hav 
Sim to riſe or the Rain to fall, Nothing 15 4 


( 267 ) 
mderful, than that Men of Any Underſtand- 
jw ſhould ſuffer themſelves, (thall I ſay >) 
ould take Pains with themſelves to be impo- 
{upon with ſuch mere Ambig uities of words. 
d is neceſſarily Omnipreſent and Eternal; 
ubtleſs not without his own Liking and Ap- 
whation : But was ever any Man therefore 
) abſurd, as to ſay that he was Omnipre- 
at and Eternal by his Will? He is likewiſe by 
cweſſity of Nature, Viſe and Good; that is, 
always neceſſarily ſees and knows what is 
wt, and approves what is good; And in all 
This, his Vill is no way concerned: But 
Whenever he Ads, whenever he Does any thing, 
When tis not by Neceſſity of Nature, but by the 
ae of bis Vill. To Be, by Neceſity of Na- 
wr; is very intelligible: But to Ad, or to 
o any thing by Neceſity of Nature; is a 
tradition in Terms. For Action, in the 
y Notion of the thing itſelf, (as the Dr 
as clearly ſhown) eſſentially implies a Pow- 
of the Vill; And All Neceſſary A- 
ENTS, (as we improperly call them in vul- 
ar Speech,) are in Truth and Reality Holly 
IE. Was- the Generation of the Son no 
lore an 4d of the Futhers Vill, than his be- 
is himſelf Viſe or Knowing, is an Ad of bis 
Fill: it could with no more 'Truth or Senſe be 
lirmed, that the Father begat the Son, than 
lat he begat his own Reaſon, Knowledge, or Un- 
fanding: But They would Both be as equally 
elbexiſtent, as tis equally neceſſary for God 
be a Rational or Intelligent Being, and to 
Laſt at all. And conſequently there would 
0 Nature have been no more Ground of Autho- 
Ny in the Father to ſend the Son, than in the 
n to have ſent the Father. But it is a ſhame 8 
| inſiſt 


Rg. 119. 


Vill, being capable of Two Senſes; in whi 
Joever of thoſe Senſes they be underſtood, yo 


his Con 
nters, | 
gof 1 h 
uthority 
ws from 
| was {i 
[an eve! 
f OE! 
nters Ct 
were, 


C 268) 
inſiſt longer, upon fo plain and ſelf-evident x 
Argument. Bis 
I ſhall conclude this Head therefore, wit 
only taking Notice of one remarkable Expre 
ſion, wherein you clearly convict yourſe 
The Paſſage [cited by Dr Clarke in hi 
Scripture-Do@rimne, pag. 285,] out of the Sp 
* mium Creed, was ( yon ſay) to condemn Thoſe 
% who ſaid that the Father was neceſſitated 4 
** GAINSTor WITHOUT his Will, to bege 
* a Son; And therefore their main Aim, asit 
* appears to Me, was to ſhow that the Gene 
“ration of the Son was not in ſuch a Senſe ne 
s ceſlary, as to exclude the V ill of the Father 
© or to ſhow, that Nature and Will did Hol 
* concur, in the Production of the Son.“ No 
theſe Ambiguous words, Againſt or Without li 


Aſſertion falls to the ground. For if (which i 
the Truth of the Caſey the Council condemn 


thoſe who taught that the Son was by Neceſſit Pullin, 


of Nature generated WITHOUT, though 10 q . en 
AGAINST, the Will of the Father; the "2 
your whole Diſtinction is vain ; and the Coun q * 
cil expresſly condemned your Notion; becauſſ | , n 
All Neceſſity is always without, though not al * e | 
ways againff, the Will of the Perſon neceſſtagl B 
ted. But if (which ſeems here to be you Mean 3 
ing,) the Council, you think, condemned Thok a ale 
Only, who taught that the Son was generate mt RY 
Againſt, as well as Without, the Will of ny tl 


2p. 119. his Will? If Hilary therefore (as * you tell us 
: 7 


Father; then you ſuppoſe the Council to han 
condemned That only, which no Man ever was 

ridiculous as to aſſert. For who was ever ſo d 
ſurd as to affirm, that What is neceſſary in tit 
Nature of God, is Againſt. (as well as nt J 


f 


(26) 


ters, underſtood This only to be the Mean- 
;of That Great and Learned Council, whoſe 
ithority they dare not oppoſe 5- What fol- 
us from hence? Does it follow that the Coun- 


0 | was fo abſurd as to condemn, what no 
a ever was or could be ſo fooliſh as to af- 
or will it not rather follow, that Theſe 
of. diers Comments upon the words of the Coun- 


were, like yours, contrary to the Text. 


I 6. 5 
Matt, VI, 9. Our Father, which art in Hea- 


Fl 


Theſe words are ſo plain, that you are aſha- 


jr to it. And you are aſhamed to ſay any 
ung at all upon it, in your own words; but 
ly refer to an abſurd Expreſſion, or two, of 


lt is enough to ſay upon this Head; that 
e only Que ſlion here, is, whether, when we 


ten he ſaid, Holy Faber, meant to direct 


Wl Himſelf and the Holy Spirit. If this be 
Geſtion that needs any Arguing upon; un- 


t any thing. 


ſis Comment on the place, and ſome Later 


kd to ſet down the very Text itſelf, but only 7 


V Our Father, we mean The Father or the 
hee Perſons; and whether our Saviour, 


k Prayer to The Father, or to The Father 


ubtedly it can be to no Purpoſe to argue a- 
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the ! 
file Ir 
„ So tl 
| E ME) | Medi, 
1 Tim. II, 5. There is One God; and Os, I. 
Mediatour between God and Men, the Man CirfMlitle, C 
Feſus, f h. 

- ; | 5 Fords, 
Reply to Upon this Text the Dr obſerved , ti and 
Mr Nelſon, the Title One God, muſt here of Neceſſity in to b 
7 115. mify The Father only; becauſe it is put dired nunate 
as the Perſon mediated to, in expreſs Contra on, 
ſtinction to (not Idols, but) the Perſon mike a 

ting to him; Which Mediatour, is * the „ ereof 

Perſon of the Son Incarnate or made Man, I lich fo 

words, One God, are put as a Deſcription, (tore us 

of the Divine Nature, but of the Relative 0 

fon, to whom the One Mediatour makes In THE 

ceſſion. For, to Whom is the Medias, 

made? Is it not to the Father only ? 1 Job ber.“ 

1, Ve have an Advocate, not, with the D '*t, © 
Nature; not, with the Divine Subfance ; ME One 

with the Three Perſons, The Father, the Son, The w. 

the Holy Ghoſt: For then Chriſt, who mWÞolitio 

ates as God. man, would mediate to Hi bere ta] 

which is Abſurd : But, ſaith the Apoſtle, ere the 

have an Advocate with the FATHER, Feſus k. 

the Righteous. Te 18 

This is ſo clear and, beyond all poſſibiliſ de Fat 

evaſion, demonſtrative ; that you are force God th, 

146. 125. acknowledge in the following full words: V, uc. 
That G 

S 3 hed fro 

| IET it C 

* Nor, the Manhood or Humane Vature of Chrift ; but Vas ver 
Perſon made Man, the Man Chri/t Jeſus; the ſame, of poſition 
St John ſays, that ogg zen he was made Fleſh; 1 Wwledge 
Paul, that he was by oporwgan dr 9p my wroug! © made e, and 
Las if Ma, | a 


r 
the Term Father is implied, as if the Apo- 
ſtle had ſaid, There is One God Ihe Father; 
do that the Meaning is This, There is One 
| Mediatour between God the Father and Men. 
This, I think, is plainly acknowledging that the 
ſitle, One God, ſignifies in this place 1 be Father 
My. And yet, tor all that, in the very next 
Fords, you hope your Reader will, in ſome 
nk and confuſed way or other, underſtand the 
In to be included allo. It happens very un- 
tunately, that your own. words upon this Oc- 
ion, without any Addition or Alteration, 
Wake a complete Syllogzſm, the Concluſion 
hereof is the contradidory Propoſition to that 
3 follows from the Premiſes. In the Text 
tlore us, ö 
* God the Father, (you ſay,) is called pag. 125. 
IHE One God.“ 
. The Son is excluded from God the Fa- bag. 123- 
ther,” = 
let, © The Son CANNOT be excluded from bg 128. 
HE One God.” 


F | | 
Son, MY The words are all your own words; and each 
o rpoſition, and every word of each Propoſition, 
Ein bere taken in the ſame Senſe, as in the places 


lere they ſtand reſpectively in your own 


wok, | 
Again + “ It is granted (you fay,) that God pas. 12% 


bali te Father is the Perſon mediated to: That 
orcel Cod the Son, or, the Y HOLE Perſon of the 
„. incarnate, is the Perſon mediating to bim: 


That God the Father mediated to, is diſtingui- 
Ihed from God the Son mediating to him: And 
[ET it cannot be granted, that the Term One 


; buff vas ever united with the Term God, in Op- 
, ol doſition to the Son. That is, again: You ac- 
h 5 4 Wwledge the unavoidable Truth of the Pre- 


I's; and yet you cannot, you muſt not grant the 
7 Con- 


3 g 
( 2 / A | J 3 8933 85 | 


Concluſion. But I wonder you ſhould have fa 
got, there is uo need of granting it. For ihe 
*tis owned that the Premiſes cannot be denied 
the Concluſion, whether you grant it or no, pil 
follow of itſelf, W 


fons th 
Propru 
tural A 
conſtar 
Cod, ( 


like, ) 1 

. | A ab) 

a ral a- 

N I . and Go! 

x 3 | 3 Thus 2 
Nev. XXII, 9. Vorſpip God. fp 
5 5 tobe 
This Text, you Now wholly paſs over in . ger 
lence: And therefore I refer the Reader to vi 77; 
has been ſaid upon it by the Dt. * racte 

55 * {wer 

| Fe ho 

5 * nific⸗ 

19. * dred 

3 i of 1 

Luke I, 16, 17. Many Hall He John t Nam 
Baptiſt] turn to the Lord their God; and be p Nam 
go before Him, &c. | . ; ther, 
8 $eS 1 ing h 

How the Term, Lord God, may well be u hy F 
derſtood in this place to ſignify the Father; ¶ keateſt 
it notoriouſly does in every other Text of . whereas 

- whole Bible: Or, if it be here underſtood t be b 
the Son, (which there is no ſufficient ground i bim to 
ſuppoſe ;) yet how it may, even in That Senf nal, 
be underſtood without any of the Confuſion y jou £07 
introduce; the Dr has (I think) very clealMi:lawe, 
ſhown in his Reply. F 9s Gr ; 
| 38 | oral 

Whereas your Notion is, that the wor farce or 
Lord God in Scripture- language fignify a ton an 
mon Nature or Subſtance comprehending more d ether i 


Arm « 


0 

hn thay Oue; The Dr alleged, that in all #1 =, 

propriety of Language, in the common and na- 7 Oy 

tural Apprehenſion of all Mankind, and in the? 

cnftant Uſage of Scripture, this Title Lord 

God, (in like manner as King, Father, and the 

like,) is a PERSONAL Chara ter; expreſſing; 

not ab tra and metaphyſical Qualities, but Fer- 

ſonal and Relative Perfettions, namely Dominion 

and Government over the World. To This, you 

Thus anſwer. If I underſtand the Dr right, pag; 134] 

* he makes Perſonal and Relative Perfections 

to be the ſame; and therefore a Perſonal Charas 

* Fer expreſſing them, muff be a Relative Cha- 

racfer: And Lord God being a perſonal Chas 

" racter, muſt be a Relative Character: In an- 

* fwer to which, I ſay that the Term 

* Febovab is not of a relative, but abſolute Sig- 

* nification; that Febovab is ſometimes ren- . 144 

* dred by Sees God, and then God is a Name 

" of Being or Eſſence; — that Jehovah is a pag. 1354 

Name exprefting the Divine Subſtancez a - 

Name, in common to the Son with the Fa 

ther, expreſſive of One God; — the Son be- . 147. 

ing himſelf © &', as he is conſubſtantial with 

* the Father.” Now, in All this, there is the 

heateſt Confuſion of Notions, that can be. For 

whereas the Dr affirmed the Title Lord God, 

to be both perſonal and relative; you ſuppoſe 

tim to argue, that tis for That only Reaſon per- 

lonal, belanſe tis relative. And from thence 

jou conclude, that if Any Title of God be not 

felatrve, but abſolnte; (as Febovab, for Inſtance, 

9 & ;) ſuch Title will conſequently not be 

herſonal neither, but expreſſive of abſtract Sub- 

farce or Eſſence. In every Part of which Suppo- 

ſition and of the Reaſoning upon it, you are alto- 

ether in an Errour. For the Dr did not at all 

rm or ſuppoſe, that the Title Lord God 
| Oe one Was 


r 


was therefore perſonal becauſe twas relative; 
but aftirived tHat it was Both pe: ſonal and relaM whom 
tive; perſonal, as it expreſſed a Living Perſon Ml fiyled 
not at: abſtract Subftance ; and relative, as it er upon 

refled Lominicn over Creatures or Servants. But or el ſe 
if This, or any other Title, was ot relative on of 
but ab/olate; it might ſill nevertheleſs be per Two 5 
fonal tor all that. The Title Febovab, or e Moſt i 
whether it be not in Scripture velative rathedMl © the 
than abſolute, may well bequeſtioned ; becauſq © tial 
the words, Tam that I am, (to which the Nan a wit! 
Jehovah {tems to owe its Etymology,) may af bim to 
wel} have reference to the Immutability off wit 
God's Promijes, as to the Immutability of hig ff th 
Eſſence. But ſuppoſing the word Fehovab, offi muſt j 
& &v, to have undoubted reference to the Im of my 
mutability of his Eſſence; yet ſtill it will no 


be the Name of the Eſſence itſelf, but of the B Aft 
on whoſe that immutable Eſſence is; and con Reade 
 Kequently it will ſtill neceſſarily be a Pero you in 


Title. Which demonſtratively overthrows yo ng of 
whole Notion. For if Febovah, or d, 141, 1 
not the Name of a Nature or Subſtance, but th indeed 
Name of HIM [of the Perſon] whoſe th Lord ( 
Nature or Subſtance is; and if That He, H ſou at 
God the Father, (as it muſt needs be, if i which 
| Father was at all the God of the Fews;) and i tional 
the word He, cannot ſignify more Perſons thi 
One, at cne and the ſame time: It follows 0 
ceſſarily and evidently, that to affirm the 0 
to be Jehovah or 6 , (any otherwiſe than! 


| being the Repeſentative ot the inviſible Father Any t] 


is affirming either that He is the Father bin bing. 

or elſe that there is more than One Fehovab ff "4 h/ 

. Nor does the ſuppoſing him to be con e) t 

ſubſtantial, make any difference at all in II hoken 

Cafe. For he who is conſubſtantial with JW th g. 

Lovah, is not conſequently the Fehovab 10 * £ 
: f W a 


„%% ] 

rela Ml dbom he is conſubſtantial: But, if he is 
von fiyled Febovab at all, he is either fo ſty led 
t ex upon Account of his being His Repreſentative 3 
ButM or elſe All that can follow from the Suppoſiti- 
ative on of Conſabſtantiality, is, that there will be 
ger Two Febovab's [two 6. ovrrs in One Subſtance. 
0 61M Moſt erroneons therefore is your Aſſertion, that 
athe © the Son is himſelf 6 , as being conſubſtan- 
cauſꝗ © tial with the Father. For, being conſubſtanti- 
Nan « with Him who is 5 , will no more make 
ay af him to be himſelf d ; than being conſubſtauti- 
ty d with the Father, will make him to be bim- 
elf the Father. Our Readers, not we ourſelves, 
muſt judge of This Reaſoning : But, to the beſt 
of my Apprehenſion, it is fed Demonſtration. 


After what has been ſaid upon this Head; the 
Reader will, without any. of that Confuſion 
you introduce, eaſily underftand the true Means 
ing of the Texts cited by you, pag. 138, 139, 
141, 142 and 146; wherein you imagine (and 
Indeed do but imagine) that the Son is ſtyled 


> thi Lord God. Moft of them are interpreted by 
ſe, H ſou after a myſtical or imaginary Manner, 
if which you call (pag. 136, 135, 128,) a Tra- 
and Wi ona Explicaticn; that is, an Explication 
s thay founded, not upon any Reaſon in the Texts 
ws 0 temſelves, but upon the Application made 


ie doof them ſometimes by fome ot the Fathers: 


han MW According to which way of Interpretation, 
ather Any thing may be brought to prove Any 
zinsen bing. Others of them, (as Tf. 102, 25, of 
ab N ed beft thou laid the Foundation of the Earth, 
be co e) though in the Old Teftament' plainly 
n I Poken of the Father, are yet in the New 
th ch great Propriety applied to the Son; be- 
þ wic eule By (or Through Him, did God cres 


lte all things, Eph. 2, 9; Heb, 1, 2. And 
1 2 the 


1 
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| the! reſt, are eaſily under- 

* The Text (which you cite, ſtood according to the 4. 
pag. 146,) Zech. 12, 10, nalogy of thoſe more full 
and plain Expreſſions; 
may eaſily be underſtood ac- Judg. 2, I, An Angel The 
cording to the Analogy of the Angel | ofthe Lord =o 
reſt ; yet ought particularly to ſaid, I made you to go up out 
of Egypt—unto the land which 


Thus by St John, (Feb. 19, I ſware unto your Fathers: 
37; and Rev. 1, 7;) thy And Rev. 11; 1, 2, The 


They ſhall look upon Me whom 
' they have pierced ; though it 


have this Remark made upon 
it, that, being twice cited 


all looþ on HIM whom they | . 
. 3 and, in the Text it- Angel ft 00d, 4 24 ns, 


ſelf of Zechary, being immedi- 


they have pierced ; the Diffe- Flame of Fire, — 


Fer. 


I will give Power unto MY 
ately followed by the words, two Witneſſes : And Ads 7 ; 
and they ſhall mourn for HIM; 30, 32, There appeared to 
tis probable that even There Moſes inthe Wilderneſs —— 
alſo, the True Reading is, "noel 5 . 

they ſhall look on HIM whom an Angel of the Lord 7 
47 
rence in the Hebrew, being on- ing, I am the God of thy Fas 
ly an Apex or Point of a Let. thers, the God of Abraban, 


8 (you , ſay) if the Angel,” here ſpoken of, 


the God of Iſaac, and tht 
God of Facob, 


To avoid the Force of this laſt-mentioned 
Text, where the Angel of the Lord expresſly fti 
ling himſelf The God of Abraham, gives ſo eaſy 
'an Explication of all the parallel Texts, where 
in the Angel of Gods Preſence aſſumes, or ſpeaks 
in, the Name or Perſon and Authority of the Fs. 
ther; To avoid (I ſay) the Force of this lo} 
plain a Text, you give your Reader three of 
four Pages of the utmoff Confuſion. © Fitlh, 


* be the viſible Glory manifeſted to Moſes, then 
* the Lord may be the Word actuating that Glo 
y; and the Voice of the Lord, the Voice 
« of the Ford who calls himſelf The God 0 
« Abrabam, and conſequently ſpeaks in bis 
On Name: For Angel, as it ſignifies . 


is > 


„ TTY. 
* that is SENT, can never ſigniſy the Vord, 
but the vifible Glory. Or © Secondly , it the 


* Angel be the Word itſelf, as he 1s the opera-pag. 14 5 


* ting Power of the Father in a perſonal Subſiſt- 
* ence; then indeed Jebovah or the Lord, is 
* the Father; and the Voice of the Lord may 
* be the Voice of the Father ſpeaking through 
* the Son in his own Name; YET ſo, as not 
* to exclude the Son (who ſpeaks in the Name 
* of the Father) from ſpeaking 417 THE 
AME TIME in his own Name, Perſon, 


and Authority, derived from the Father.” Org. 148. 


* thirdly, though it be granted that Lord ſigni- 
fies the Father in the firſt Expreſſion, the An- 
** gel of the Lord, ver. 30; yet does it not 
certainly follow that it ſignifies the Father in 
the ſecond, the Voice of the Lord, ver. 313 
* becauſe the Term Lord ſignifies the Son as 
* well as the Father. If this be explaining the 
Text, I cannot but think it does certainly fol- 
1 that the Text might as well go une xplain- 
_ | 


The Hereticks (you ſay) mentioned by No- vag. 148. 


vatian, affirmed Him [Chriſt | to be God the 
* Father himſelf.“ Undoubtedly they never 
were ſuch Idiots, as to AFFIRM any ſuch 
Thing: But That Conſequence, though they 
themſelves perhaps ſaw it not, followed neceſ- 
larily from their Doctrine: And ſo it does like- 
Wiſe from Tours, 


13 20. 


oe | | REY 
Cen 3 


20. 


Joh. I, 1. In the Beginning was the Word, 
and. the Word was with God, and the Word was 
(od. | e 


Upon this Text, you have only the follows 
pz 149. ing words : © The Doctor, under this Number, 
** makes only a ſhort and general Reflexion, 
£ which does not require an Anſwer. 
lere therefore, where one would naturally 
have expected the moſt, you having nothing to 
object againſt the Doctor's Expoſition. I {hall 
refer the Reader to what has been ſaid by Him 
Reply to in his Scripture- Doctrine and Reply; and only 
erin add the following brief Obſervations. 
178. 1. Concerning the Senſe of the Term, 5 N. 
„, The Word, ” 
*Tis obſeryable that, 5 M-, may well fig: 
| fie, as Beza renders it, 
» Note, it is ſo printed in Sermo ille, That Word, 
the Verſion: of Beza's Teſta» Which Verſion if we allow, 
ment into Engliſh, in Queen Eli (as 'tis no way unreaſona- 
g4bein's Time. | ' ble; 
z wh can't mean Reaſon or the 
Nov ws edge, but muſt needs refer to 
Something paiticularly known at That Time 
2mong Chriſtians by that Name. Of which 
there ſeems to be a plain Intimation given, 
Rev. 19, 13. And his Name is called, 5 Ady& 79 
Ser, The WORD of God. 


Philo uſes the ſame Term, 5 N, after thef 


following manner. Pag. 92, 6 N 4% 38 


* * 


* 


e UTQNVO TRVTS D TH . 1, TOC CUT 
TO ——Tav oor Myrt, The Word of God is 


about 


tis then evident it 


above 
all th; 
Text, 
me fro 


Opini 
partic, 


„„ = 
above the whole World, and the moſt 411ient of 
all things that were produced. And upon that 
Text, (Gen. 48, 16, the Angel which redeemed 
ne from all evil, bleſs the Lads;) Tw «ds *71/<hov, 
ſays he, os *51 N -, The Angel, who is the 
Word. And, TS5 N K, Oos euvir, bis 
Argels, or Words, ['viz. Meſſengers. ] Again, 
pag. 586, he gives Angels in general the Name 
of A0, Fords or Meſſengers ot God. [Com- 
pare 1 Eſdras, 1, 24, The Words of the Lord 
roſe up againſt Ijrael. | And pag. 597, The world, 
ſaith he, 7s the Temple of God, &@ xl an = 
bebe o TT G- HVTS = NOYG , In which 
His firſt-begotten Divine Word is High- P ieſt. 
Theſe Notions of This eminent Fewiſb Writer, 
(who lived in the ſame Age, and wrote before 
the publiſhing of St John's Goſpel ;) though 
they are by no means the Rule of interpreting 
St John's Senſe z yet, by Analogy and Propoi ti- 
on, they cannot but afford great Light towards 
our Underſtanding with what Regards, and in 
what View, the Chriſtians of That Age would 
naturally apprehend our Saviour to have been 
by St John ſtyled, 5 N) , The Word. Eſpe- 
cally when compared with that Expreſſion of 
the Prophet, Mal. 3, 1, The Lord whom ye ſeek, 
even LO e The Si , the Meſſenger of 
the Covenant; and that of St Faul, Gal. 4, 14, 
Ie received me as an Angel of God, | as the Angel 


! 


of God,] even as Chriſt. Feſus. 


In Fuftin Martyr, we find This Account of 


Chriſt's being ftiled 5 NG, the Mord. a/, 


3 \ * \ \ \ 1 _ 
tTHd'y vol T or TE MNS N OH 


Tus eve mus : * He is ſtiled the Word becauſe 


— 


* 


ed 


* Note : Though Fuſtin is in this Faſſage giving au guat of the 
Opinion of Others t rom whom he differed ; yer this is not one of che 


barticulars wherein he differed from them. 


3 he 


e „ 

n 75 
* 

H $ 
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unto Men ;, (Dialog. cum Tryph. pag. 358.) 
Again, EI A A id 105 erory Io oy i 
Sts A: YA NC OY Drs, wowev TD to vn F 
Tois TW Feunv Aoyov TW e St EWEAT NG! 
N , (Apol. 2. pag. 67;) If ve ſay that He 
[Chriſt] was in a peculiar manner begotten of God, 
and ſtyle him the Word of God; this ought not to 
ſeem ſtrange to you [Gentiles,] wha feign your 
Mercury to.be the Word and Meſſenger of God. 
Irenaus explains himſelf thus. [Pater Do. 
mini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, per VERBUM ſuum, 
qui eſt Filius ejus, per eum 7epelatur & mani- 
feſtatur omnibus, ns revelatur. Cognoſcunt 
enim eum hi, quibus revelaverit Filius; — 
Angelis & Archangelis & Poteſtatibus & Virtu- 
tibus & Hominibus, Lib. 2, cap. 55, in fine | 
The Father of our Lord Feſu: Chrift, manifefi 
and reveals bimſelf to All, whom he is at all reveal- 
ed to, by bis WORD which is bis Son. For They 
know the Father, to whomſoever the Sou wi reveal 
him: to Angels, Archangels, and Powers, 


aud Domimons, and Men. | 

Athanaſius uſes the like Expreſſion in the fol- 
lowing manner: AdyG@-—7TB kur mT 
eme hol AWE G, The WORD, —— th! 
Interpreter aud Meſſenger of bis Father, | Atha- 

maſ. contra Gentes.] _ 
"Tis reaſonable therefore to ſuppoſe, that as 
St Paul, when he ſtyles Chrift [T Cor. 1, 24,) 
the Power of God and the V iſdom of God, does 
not mean to affirm him to be literally thoſe At- 


— 
=p, | 


SOC P A 
. * 7 


I Note The Learned Biſhop Bull (Sec. 2, cap. 4, § „) cices this 
Paſſage as far as the Word wy, but omits to allege the following 
Words, 7315 Toy Fguwis Abyey Toy eg ves ayram'y , in 
which the whole Streſs ot the Sentence ines, 15 
| | tribute 


be Lrings Cor declares] the Commands of bis Father 


ſüntes Ol 
bom in 
Ne 7 owe 
ben he 

firm bi 


te Per (0: 


. Cor 
preſſic 
ord was 
Tis ob 
In, hv | 
re dor 
ere 
jod ; bu 
18 V1 
ion, 
t vit h 
The R 


nn) 8 
wits of the Father, but to be the Perſon by 


om in a particular manner were mani feſted 
ke Tower and Wiſdom of God; ſo St Fobn, 


7 Who he ſtyles him The Vord, does not mean to 
rm him to be literally the abfrat Word, but 
a be Per ſon by whom the Will of God is declared. 
to WM: Concerning the Senſe of the following 
17 prellion, x, O H - % n 10v Hor, Aud the 
| od was With God, | 
o- lis obſervable that the Evangeliſt does not 
m, Wy, i EU Te! Sed, was IN God; as he muſt 
11- Wire done, if he had ſpoken of the MdyG6- 
nt er, the internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of 
— Wi; but, vv neos mw Se, erat Apud deum, 
uv IH God; after the ſame manner of Ex- 
eon, as one Prrſor is always ſaid to be pre- 
ſis Wit vith Another. 
al- Ihe Repetition of the ſame thing, in the 
he) Ie manner of Expreſſion, in the ſecond Verſe , 
cal ens alſo to determine the Meaning to be, 
rs, Neming a Real Perſon. Cr jv iv aexy meds 
% He | or the fame] was in the Beginning 
Ol- od, © | 
0:5 lde Expreſſions which follow, are All like- 
the e neceffarily perſonal. Eis 7 & I N 1A 9s, He 
ha- into bis Own. And, Kai 6 >oyQ> ongs N- 
; „ The Word was made Fleſh, &c. 
AS | Nag I 


4,) Ws Concerning the Latter part of the Verſe, 
does Wits w & N-, Aud the Word was God: 
Tis obſervable, that the Term Sede, God, 
Jerm that expreſſes, not Eſſence, Nature, 
hace, or any other Abſtraft ; but neceſſarily 
tes, Perſon. A perſon, may be ſtiled 8s, 
: But the Reaſon, or Viſdom, or Natu e. or 
ace, or Subſtance of God, can no more be 
to be Sig, God; than the abhſlract Rea- 


ſon 


) 
ſon or Viſdom or Nature or Eſſeuce or Sub Fla, 
of a Man, can be ſaid to a of 
Man. This, and all other the like Titles. Ne Cal 
ceſſarily carry with them the Notion of PW . 
ality. It therefore the Term .9+6c, God, mes 
here (as o Sede does in the former part of t 
Verſe) Him whom the Word was with : ' 
directly affirming the Word to be the Perſont 
the Father, Which ſince all Men acknowled As 
is impoſhble to be the Evangeliſts Meaning 
it follows of Neceſſity, that this Phraſe, f 
Word was God, muſt denote the Perſon who 


here ftiled The Word, to be (as Origen upon t I 
place expreſſes it) 8 Tyc TS Auro Ks © 0 , n 
. JeonisdE˖, God by Communication D. 
Divinity from Him who is (originally, or! of 
Himſelj, GOD. V true 
The whole may be illuftrated by conpar 4755 
the following Texts together.. hat Co 
Mal. 3, 1, 'My Meſſenger, ——the Li the 
whom ye ſeeł | [Lt up. 
Zech. 12, 8. God, the Angel of the Lord 3 an 
Gen. 48; 15, 16. God, — the Angel vi as th 
redeemed me from all Evil. = * 
Exod. 23, 21, Ay Name i; in bim. y 
4, 16, He ſhall be to Thee inſtead of a Mou. dar; 
Fob. 1, 1. The Word, [As, 0 kaum m put in 
*Epunvevs = AN, The Interpreter and Nef e C 
er of his Father; So Athanaſius paraphraſes lapter 0, 
Place:] was God ; [xy (not 654) was that Mod, ſigi 
Perſon, who in the old Teſtament is ſo frequent) , and 
God: The Deſcription of whom in the me pl 
verſe, is, lara Y dury ie,, All thing Bi:: Pac 
made, oricreared; Through Him; and All things" Ich, n. 
from the Beginning tranſaFed between God and erm G. 
Creature, #hrough Him: And ver. II, He cam ling ) alt 
bis Own, and his Own, (ot iche, his Own' pf ly ; 1 
People the Jews, to whom he had a ppeared' 11008 ; Nciu 
Beginning, 2 woepy des, as the viſble 15 ta of j 
| tive of che Iaviſible God,) received him nor.) WT Too F. 


„ 
Nil, 2, 6. Chriſt Jeſus, who being in the Form 
F | „ 
Gal. 4, 14, Je received me as an Angel [the 

Angel | of God, even as Chriſt Jeſus. | 


4p 


Ads XX, 28. To. feed the Chinch of God, 
Wb He bath purchaſed with his own Blood, 


Upon This Text the Dr obſerved, that the 


bo e 2nd moſt Antient Copies read it, and the 
bon a Antient Fathers cite it, The Church of the Reply te 
. 0RD. Which at once removes all Appear- Sr %//on, 


re of Difficulty, But if the word, God, be!“ 1 
e true Reading; yet how this Text may ne- 

atheleſs be well underſtood, without any of 
at Confuſion which you indeavour to intro- 
ce, the Doctor has at large ſhown in his Com- 
ent upon the Place, both in his Scripture- Do- 
bine and in his Reply to Mr Nelſon. And what 
bas there offered to this Purpoſe, you have 
wen no Anſwer to. | 


Yeur whole Diſcourſe under This Head, is pag 180 
ent in indeavouring to ſhow, (upon an inci-— 1. 
mal Citation of the firſt part of the third 

lapter of St Fobn's firſt Epiſtle,) that the word, 

ud, ſigniſies not only, in ſome places the Fu- 

we and in other places the Son, but alſo 14 

me places Both Father and Son Together, Than 


rales 
hat V 


[ently 
the 


things Wl . 

thing ich, nothing can be more abſurd. For the 
d a. em God, (as much as Lord, or Father, or 
fe can: 


lng.) always, and in all Languages, neceſſa - 
ly including and carrying along with it the 
Idea of Perſonality, can no more poſſibly ſigni- 
[ 1po Perfons at one and the ſame time, than One 

: | | Fl gr ol Per fon 


Ng. 11, 
125, 19. 


. 
Perſon can be Two Perſons, Nor is there any of 
Text in the whole Scripture, where there is ar 
Colour for fo underſtanding it. 

In your Former Book (pag. 55,) you b. 
ufed theſe words :- St John comprchendst| 
** Father and Son under the Name God, as ui 
appear from Fob. 1, 1, The Word vas V. 


the Fa 
ther : $ 
does ſc 
gether 
of thei 
text f 
now 41 


* God, and the Word was God: And ther 1 Fob 
may be ſuppoſed to uſe the ſame Name ſom F.47 
times for the Father, and ſometimes for ti ad be 
Gon, or for Both together ; which is Alva are n 
* to be determined by the Circumſtances of ti the Te 
Context.“ Now, fince St John's diftinaliF ond the 
Ryling the Father, [5 gebs! God, in one part q tence, 
the Sentence; and his ſtyling the Son, L refers 1 
God, in the other part of the Sentence; coul nd th 
be no mamer of Reaſon for ſuppoſing it poſſibſę f Son, — 
that the ſingle word, God, could at Once ſigniſſi vben t. 
Bgth Father and Son; the Doctor (I think) h Prſon 
good ground from your manner of reaſoning , Abſurd 
infer, that you ſuppoſed the word God in tu fſurdity 
Firſt Verſe of St Johns Goſpel, (as you ſom manife 
times expresſly contend that even this very 1 becauſe 
tle God the Father, itſelf does,) included hu on of 
Father and Son. However, ſince you complaiſi own P 
of This as a Miſrepreſentation of your Sen pear ir 
and declare that vou did not mean to und*W of the 
ſtand it ſo in That Verſe ; it muſt be ac uo dg this, ) 
that you ought not to be charged with underfianWiinen the 
ing it fo in That Verſe, But ftill you perſiſt i be k. 
maintaining the ſame Abſurdity with Regard . like the 
Other Texts; in None of which there eithe Trinity 
are or can be any Circumſtances of the Con** lon, 14, 
to determine the word God to fignify at om "Ms, 7, Ch 
the ſame time Two perſons, I lay before Me; 
Reacler, your own Explication of your Leber 
Senſe, Your © Meaning (you ſay) is plan the Fat 
« that, 45 the Name God repeated, ignore of 7, 


pag. I5t. 


( 235 ) 


ay oil the Father in One place, and the Son in the C- 
is a tber; So it may be ſuppoſed, that the ſame Name 
does ſometimes ſignify Both Father and Son to- 
1 half ether without a Repetition; which may each 
ds ot them be ſeparately reterred to in the Con- 
s wi text following. Thus © in thoſe Words, 
i v are we the Sons of God,” [The whole Textpag. 156. 
r:fos, 1 Fob. 3; 1, 2, Behold, what manner of Love 
lon: FATHER bath beſtowed upon us, that we 


ud be called the Sons of GOD Beloved, 
w are we The Sons of GOD ;] in Theſe words, 


i thi the Term God, (you ſay) ſignifies the Father 
net ard the Son: But in the following Sen- 
art q tence, when He ſhall appear, the Pronoun He 
dete refers to God, not as it ſtands for the Father 
coli nd the Son together, but as it ſtands for the 
11014 Sor, But let the Dr's Paraphraſe ſtand, 
en BE vben the Father and the Son ſhall appear in the 
h Priſon of the Son; I muſt own I can ſee no 
02 8 Abſurdity in it. There can be no Ab- 
tha ſurdity in ſaying, that the Father and Son are 
on manifeſted or appear in the Perſon of the Son zl. 157. 
7 THF becauſe as the Father does appear in the Per- 


"lon of the Son, and the Son appears in his 


pla own Perſon, ſo may Neither of them ap- 

ene pear in his own Perſon, but in the Perſon 

ndet "of the Holy Ghoſt.” And then to confirm 

ed; this, you cite a paſſage out of Didymus, WhO 54g. 158. 
and yon the ſame words, when He ſhall appear, we 

itt e be 1; ks him, thus comments, We ſhall be 

rd 8 like the Father and the Son, by partaking of the 

ith Trinity. Thus again: When St Paul ſays, 


lem, 14, 2, God bath received him; and, ch. 


, Chrift alſo has received us to the Glory of 
e; © the Term God (yout Il us) ſignifies the g. 205. 
on Father and the Son in the former paſſage, and 
an the Father only in the latter.“ If ſuch Indul- 


ce of Imagination as this, 1s to be I ow 
ea 


1 — 


| Read of Reaſoning; I am ſure there can bel 


Eßpb. 3, 9, God created all things by Jeſus Chrij 
And in This Explication, All Antient Write 


nothing at all to object. And yet no words ca 


fuseyde, but the Father generally 01]. 7 
AG! z; it is as great a Deceit upon an Engl. 
Reader to confound together theſe Terms 


(6286 ) 


gent a 
o take . 
ih wor 
m of 2 


which 1 


Uſe either of Speech or Writing, nor can wort 
ever have any. certain and determinate Sign 
cation. What the plain and true Meaning 
the ſeveral places of Scripture here referred ti 
is; the Dr has (I think) clearly ſhown in hi 


Scripture- Dock ine, N* 538 3 and in his Reply if 1 
Myr Nelſon, N* 29, pag. 167; to which I ref 
the Reader, = 

Joh. ; 


Ss 


Joh. I, 2. All things were made by him. (Gl 
q dur, through him] 


her, d 


Ene 


The 
tus pla 
alling | 
Ih Fat, 
in aſſun 
bokt up 
Wasin : 
Nor, [t 
nt of t] 
Polar] 
dompari 
8 May 
Works 11 
cf aſſur 
lie that 
lon and 
Ain / 
the true 
ſhown C 


The Senſe cf this Text is clearly expreſlc 
and Heb. 1, 2, By whom alſo He made the World 
unanimouſly agree. Here therefore you hi 


be more clearly deciſive, than theſe Texts arg 
againſt that Confuſion which you indeavour t 
introduce in the Notion of God, when ye 
would take away all real Diſtinction betwee 
God who created all things, and Him by |t 
throngh]whbom God created all things. I {ball he 
obſerve only, that whereas the Antient Gre 
Fathers perpetually ſtile the Son 72441775 Al 


W ind N 


the ing 


f This you have done particularly dg. 168, in your tendring 
Faſſage out of Deneus; and the ſame is frequently done Ly — 


0237 | 
Wie tranſlating of Quotations, (which is too fre- 
went a Practiſe of modern Writers ) as it is 
take Advantage of the Ambiguity ot the Eng- 
ih word LBy, ] to confound together the Noti- 


us n of an Fficient and of a Miniſtring Cauſe, 
0 lr mich in the Greek are very diſtiuctiy expreſ- 
AY ſed, f , 
ply lY 


23. 
Joh. V, 18. But ſaid alſo that God was bis Fa- 


tr, [WTF C No, bis own Father, | making bun” 


H Equal with God. 


The plain and only Meaning of the Jews 1n 
1 lis place, is to accuſe our Saviour, as if his 
"ling God his Father, [o noTvHo us, ver. 17, 
Ih Father worketh hithe:to, and I work,] was 
n aſſuming to himſelf, that God whom they 
bokt upon to be the common Father of them All, 
as in a higher and particular manner 7«T*e0c 
a, [they are the words, not of Chriſt himſelf, 
nt of the Jews that accuſed him, A IS Father 
Rauliarly; and as if his joyning together and 
wmparing his Own works [of Mercy, in healing 
Mam on the Sabbath-day,] with his Fathers 
wrks in one and the ſame Sentence, was a Sort 
MW afluming to himſelf a Power and Authority 
Wi that of God which, by way of Aggrava- 
ton and Calumny, they repreſent as a making hin- 
i in ſome Senſe Equal with God. That this is 
the true Meaning of the Text, Dr Clarke has 
W hown at large in his Reply, N* 23, pag. 1353 
nd N* 25, pag. 147. To which, and to what 
de ingenions Dr Bennet has ſaid upon this 
Head, I refer the Reader. | 


In 


pag. 169. 


$42. 162. 


Which, Dr Cl. gave a diſtindt Explication of th 


( 238 ) 

In your fr B-ok, you took a great deal | 
pains in a dark and myſtical way to perſuadi All 
your Reader, that the Fews meant All Thisi ſew, a. 


a ſtrict and metapbyſical Senſe : In Anſwer ti 1 5 
uld o 


whole Diſconrſe here recorded between our Sari —be th 
our and the Jews; and from the whole Contenu the 1 
and particularly from the Anſwer our Lo. of t! 
gives in the following Verſes to this CalumnM* the 1 
of the Jews, has (I think) ſet in a fall au. the \ 
clear Light the Senſe of the Text before us. I It m 
your ſecond Book, inſtead of conſidering i vothis 
Context, and ſhowing that the Doctor's Expli Reaſorr 
cation of our Lord's whole Diſcourſe with te Lea 
Jews, was not right; you only inſiſt upon it, tba bt Un 
the Jews in our Saviour s Days, to be ſure, ha be Vor 
the ſame metaphyſical Notions that you Now have come. 
And, Let the Reader (you ſay) compare ti the Sc 
& with the Dr's Explanation, and ſee which brin; 
* the two comes up neareſt to the Letter 0 be Deſig 
« Scripture and the Senſe of Antiquity. Read, vt 

I agree with you, that there needs nothin mt 
more to be ſaid upon this Head, but only t Fathe 
deſire the Reader to compare caretully the Toi") God 
Explications, and judge which is the Truth, MWraordi 

I ſhall here obſerve only by the way, the What 


Welar. 
ali 
the foll 
uot equa 
ing 7 
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ind by 
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being th 
bby Fat! 


whereas you affirm, ſuppoſing the Jews to hay 
ſpoken according to your Notions in this matte 
there is no Evidence they made a Miftake; 
our Saviour swhole Anſwer to them in the follow 
ing Verſes of this Chapter, is a full Evideni 
that, if they bad ſo meant, they had been 
Miſtake. And Fuſtin Martyr's whole Dialog 
with Pypho the Jew, is a Great Evidence in A 
tiquity, that they did not ſo mean. 


bat he 
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aaa. All the Paffages you cite out of Philo the be 15 
new, are directly againſt you. Your own Ob-. 


krvation. upon them, and the Argument you 
build on them, is very remarkable: Can it 


(t of the Mind -of | Moſes ? or | that retained: 
* the Tradition, about our Saviours time, that. 
* the World Was created by the Word of God? 
t muſt indeed be owned, that -Philo ſays 


: th 5 nothing of the Equality of a the Son, Kc. Your 
kaſorring therefore is plainly This. Philo and 


the Learned Jews, in our Saviours time had a 


* 


bt Underſtanding of the Scriptures concernin 
the Vord or Son of God, the Meſfah that was 
nme. But thele Learned Jews knew nothing 


lave 11 l 4 y > &- 
tif the Son's being Equal to his Father. Let This 
cho bring as an Argument to confirm what was 
er Me Deſign of your whole Diſconrſe upon This 


Bead, viz; That the Jews in the Text before 
rightly inferred from our Saviour's calling God 


y Father, that he thereby made himſelf Equal 
- Ti God. Never was Any Argument more 


traordinary. 


What you offer from Novatian, is no leſs 


* be thought that Philo was the 9uly Jew among 1g. 165 
$ "EE 3 F=4 | '\ * .* : . 2 f 3 5 3 
* the Learned, that Had a right Underſtanding 167 


thal 
havifW"gular. This Author (you ſay). t denies an hg. 170. 
atten, Hhuality between the Father and the Son in | 


the following reſpect : That is, The Son is 
wt equal to the Father, on account of his 
being Pmate {Unoriginated :] For if he were, 
there would de Two Independent oa Ke 
and by conſequence Two Gods. That he is 
ut equal to the Father, on account of his 
being the Father; For then there would be 
vo Fathers, and by conſequence Two Gods. 
That he is not inviſible or incomprehenſible as 

| U <© the 


J 


$6 4 4" tits 


<* the Father, or any thing of That which is 
proper to the Father; For then there muſt 
have been Two Inviſibles and Incomprebenſibles, 
4 and Two Gods. But This does not infer 
| pag. 171. © that he MAT not be equal to the Father in 
<* the Divine Nature, ſo far as it is communicable 
* to the Son; or that This Author, who held 
% him wnequal in the foregoing Reſpedis 
*&* MIGHT not believe and affirm him to b. 
& Equal in Others.“ Now, not to take notice 
of the extraordinarineſs of the conſequence it 
general; tis ſufficient here to obſerve, th: 
your alledging even what This Author MIGH 
believe and affirm, is founded upen a ſing 
Paſſage, wherein common Senſe evidently ſhow 
that the word inæqualitate is nothing but an Fi 
rour of the Tranſcriber for aqualitate or in A 
qualitate. If the Reader pleaſes to confide 
the whole paſſage, as the Dr has cited it 
large in his Reply, pag. 137, 138; he will fin 
that the Author's Senſe neceſſarily and palpab 


requires this Emendation. 


3 . 
Ioh. VIII, 58. Before Abraham was, I am, 


| Reply to Your Comment upon This Text, appeal 
Mr Nelſon altogether unnelligible; the Doctor only tm 
P. 141. feribet the Sum of it, referring it to his Readet 
And Tou have Now neither objected any thu 

againſt His Explication, nor offered any thu 

towards making more intelligible your ow". 
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25 and 26. 
Joh. X. 30. I and my Father are One. 


| A v 
Joh. X, 33. That Thou, being a Man, makeſt 
thy ſelf God. * 


Upon Theſe Texts you diſcourſe, as 
if our Saviour's ſaying, Iand my Father are One, 
was the + Ground or Reaſon of the Jews charg- 
ing him with making himſelf God. But This 1s 
by no means the Caſe, For in theſe. words, 1 
md my Father are One, (a very eaſy and uſual 
Figure in the Jewiſh Language, there is nothing 
lurprizing or difficult to underſtand, any more 
than in our Lord's ſaying concerning his Diſ- 
aples (Fob. 17, 22,) That they may be One, even 
ue are One; or in St Paul's ſaying concerning 
himſelf and Apollos, (1 Cor. 3, 8,) He that 
planteth, and be that watereth, are One. But the 
ews See againſt our Saviour, of making 
mſelf God, or of aſſuming to himſelf a Power 
and Authority like that of God, was grounded 
upon his ſtyling God in a peculiar and eminent 
| Manner) HIS Father, and thereby claiming to 
himſelf the Title of Son of God, This appears 
eridently from our Saviour's Reyh to their Ac- 
tuation, ver. 36, Say ye. thou hlaſphemeſi, becauſe 
Jaid, I am the SON of God? And from the 
parallel place, ch. 5, 18, but ſaid alſo that God 
va bis FATHER, making himſelf equal with God. 
Which Phraſes, of making himſelf Equal with 


8 4 0 


2 


. 0 
— 


8 1 * They charge Chriſt (you ſay) with calling himſelf God, abſo- 
, mely ; becauſe he affirmed himſclt to be One with the Father.” 

e 70, of your former Book. a a 
| U 2 | Gods 


11 


pag. 144. 


tion of Individual Subſtance, generally lay a 
very great ſtreſs upon this Text before us, 1 
and my Father are Oue; yet, when theſe words 


pag. 176. 


Pag. 179. 


pag. 179. 


1 
God, and making bimſelf God, are by his Ac- 
enſers plainly uſed only as aggravating expreſ: Th 
fions of Calumny againſt him. The who 


of theſe Diſcourſes of our Saviour with the in 
Jews, the Dr has very largely and distinct) he 


explained in his Reply: To which, together with { th 
what the Reverend Dr Bennet has ſaid upon the pe 


ſame Texts, I refer the Reader. and m 
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pholly 
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It is here very remarkable; that whereas 
you yourſelf, and All Writers who (contrary to 
the Council of Nice,) contend for the No- 


themſelves come to be particularly and diftin&: 
Iy confidered, you are forced to acknowledge 


that the Opinion you plead for, cannot be * Son 
_ proved from This Text, until it be firſt ſuppoſed 1 = 
that it hath been before proved ſome other way. 4 08 
E thoſe Arguments (you ſay) proved * 
it follows that there is 19 reaſon to exclude ſuch,” © 
© an Unity of Subſtance ont of the meaning e 
_ © of the words, I and my Father are One: Eſpe- 
( erally ſince ſuch a Senſe is not contradifor 
to the Context, but rather confirmed by it. | 
Again : © The Interpretation which infers no Joh. X 
* more from the following words, I and ny be | 
Father are One, than an Unity in Power; . 
*© MIGHT PROBABLY be true; did it not, That 
appear from Scripture, &c“. And again ſupter 
“ That, when the Jews charged Chrift wit bat Ch 
* making himſelf God, they meant no mord Z ion, a 
© than that he aſſumed to himſelf the Power aug be f Fat 
Authority of God, — — ' MIGHT al 
« PROBABLY be true; were it not abend | 
« proved that the Jews had a Notion, &c. hy 8 75 
| "ton of th 


Thu 


4 


FT 7. 
Thus the thing to be proved is firſt taken for 

granted; and that it mf needs be in this Text, 

merely becauſe it is ſuppoſed to have been already 

deduced from ſome other Texts: And, inſtead, 

of thoſe other Texts, we are ſent to Fathers, 

and myſtical Interpretations : And at laſt the pag. 177. 

Wripture-part of your Argument, terminates 

wbolly in Chriſt's having the Name Febovah 

given him in the Old Teſtament. Which, if 

it be True, is yet (as I have abundantly ſhown 

already) nothing te your Purpoſe. For Feho- „g. 176. 

uh being notoriouſly Always the Name or 

Title of a Living Ferſon, not of an abſtratt Sub- 

fance ; tis moſt evident, if it be given to the 

don, it muſt of neceffity ſignify either that 

the §on is himſelf the Living Perſon of the Fa- 

ther, or elſe that he is ſo ſtyled as being the 

lepreſentat ive of the Father, or elſe that there 

ae Two Fehovah's in That One and the ſame 

Wftance. None of which, are of any Ad- 

Yantage to your Opinion. 

mT 


23 27. - 
Joh. XII, 41. Theſe things ſaid Iſaias, when 
be ſaw bis Glory, «nd ſpake of him. 


That This Text has reference to the Sixth 
chapter of Iſajab, is agreed on all hands. In 
That Chapter, there appears to Iſaiah, in a 
liſon, a Repreſentation of God, (that is, of 
lie + Father, ) ſitting on a Throne of Glory, 


ä EY _Y 


* * 1 


f This Ak ed acknowledge, inconſiſtently enough wich your- 
RI, pag. 185 In T/aiah the Sixch, (On ſay, ) it is a Reprefagta- 
on of the Father; as appears by comparing ver. 3,. with Feb. 4, 


U 3 "" +a 


if 


h which belongs to tlie Father. 


/ 


£ * 


and the Hoſt of Heaven ſtanding about him, “ the 
In which Viſion, God reveals to Iſaiah the Text 
Coming of Chriſt. By This Revelation there. fitting 
fore, Iſaiah ſaw, that is, foreſaw, the Glory of WM bis 75 
Chriſt: Juſt as Abraham earneſtly defired to ſee “ gif] 
[ro AhicozTo die id, Joh. 8, 56, Gif © tio! 
day, and be ſaw it, | that is, foreſaw it,] an s:“ 
was glad, Inflead of this plain Account of nid, 
the Text; you would fain have your Reader Ane 
ſuppoſe, that the Perſon there repreſented ( 9, 
6, 1,) as ſitting upon the Throne, (and whom you © tim 
yourſelf, as I now obſerved, acknowledge to be Son, 
the Father, according to the meaning of the 4 +9 b 
Prophet; yet) is Both Father and Son, that 1 the 
Iwo Perſons : Which is a direct Contradiction ter und 
Vou contend, I ſay, (not, as the Antient fa Rep 
thers generally do, that the viſible or Repreſu appreh 
ting Perſon, is the Son; but) that the PerlonM Father 
| Repreſented, is Both Father and Son. "Tis na“ The 
reaſonable the Reader ſhould believe you cal © js ot 
be guilty of fo groſs an Abſurdity, till he fe the 
your own Words. Tis certain (you Jay, * or 1 


© that the Glory upon the Throne ”, | 1510 Fat 
words, by the way, are a groſs Corruption of t th 
Text; For the Text does not ſpeak of a Glory, 
expeſly of a Perſon; ver. 1 ,1 ſaw the Lord ſti © he 
po a Throne, even the King, the Lord. a 


pag. 184. 


Hoſts, ver. 5. This Perſon therefore, whom the Per 
 corruptly, and merely for the ſake of entrodun the Te: 
confuſion, call a Glory, ſitting upon the Throw Wi * A Re 
| ; © was (you tell us) a viſible Repreſentation W I belie 
„ Both Perſons, of the Father and of the St writ, t 
For further explication of which, you add direct 

that tis a Repreſentation ſometimes of the! ig,. 

ther, ſomtimes of the Son, and ſometimes Wl © 
Both together. I/, © Sometimes of the «T} 


pag. 188. : 7 L OY 
- ther, diſtin& from the Repreſentation g . tion 
“of the Son; As Rev, 4,3; and 35, 1 or ar 


U tl 


. 

im, the Glory upon the Throne [ here alſo the 
the Wl Text mentions no Glory, but plainly a Perſon 
ere. fitting upon the Throne, and holding a. Book in 
bis right band,] ** repreſents the Father, as 
Je: i © diſtinguiſhed from the Lamb or repreſenta- 
il © tion of the Son upon the ſame Throne, ver. 
and s: [not upon the Throne, but fanding in the 
t oil me, before Him that ſat on the Throne. 
ader © And the like may be ſaid of Dan. 7; 


* times the Glory was a Repreſentation of the 
“ Hon, who is allowed by All Antiquity 
* to be maniteſted in the Glory ſitting upon 
* the Throne: ¶ Never did Any Antient Wri- 
ter underſtand Him that {at on the Throne, to be 
a Repreientation of the Son; but they frequently 
apprehended him to be the Son Repreſenting the 
Father. ] Yet This you repeat again, pag. 195, 
* The Divine Glory ſitting upon the Throne, 
* 18 generally allowed to be the Manifeſtation of 


Hor in 1ſaz. 6, it is a Repreſentation of the 
Father, (as appears by comparing ver. 2, 
* with Rev. 4, 8, which belongs to the Fa- 
* ther ;) and of the Son, Foh. 12,41. That is; 
* when there is no other appearance of a 
* divine Perſon, beſides the Glory” [beſides 
the Perſon, you ought to ſay, according to All 
the Texts,] ** /itting upon the Throne; this is 
* a Repreſentation of Father and Son together.” 
I believe, ſince the Days the Scriptures were 
writ, there never was any thing advanced more 
directly contrary. to the Texts, or more Abſurd in 


welf. 


E 
* tion to the Creature, is taken from Obſervati- 
if 1 


on and ſenſible Experience; The Notion of 
Co e Perſon 


* 9, 13; and As 7,55.” (2dly,) © Some-P4- 185. 


* the Son.” (3dh,) In the Text before us, pag. 183. 


The Notion of P:rſon (you ſay) in relati- bas. 186. 


dag. 187, 


to Scripture, and the general Senſe of tbe 


* Perſon in Relation to God, is taken from 
Kedelation. This one Sentence, evidently 
ſhow's the Erronevuſneſs of your whole Scheme, 
For there is nowhere in Scripture any the leaſt 
Intimation of God's being {poken'ot as a Per. 
Jen, in any other than in the vn gar and common 
Senſe, ſuppoſed to be in courſe underſtood by 
all Mankind. Thus in this very Chapter, I. 
ſaiab 65 1, 5, The Lord ſitting upon a Thron, 
»——— even the KING, the Lord of Hoſts. Tow 
Notion of Hrſon, is not a Revelation, but 
the Doctrine of Late and Scholaftick Writers of 
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ſuppoſe 


Metaphyficks. 


Divine Revelaticn (you add) and the gene- 
ral Senſe of the Church founded thereupon 
** from the very Beginning, is to be appealed 
to tor the Meaning of the word Perſon, when 
* ſpoken of God. I ſay then, that according 


* Church founded thereupon from the very Be. 
* ginning, Sc.“ Here youexpreſs your whole 
Netion; in two or three Pages of the molt 
Perfect Fargen. ' In which a careſul Read- 
er cannot fail to obſerve, how you inſenſibly 


ſlide from the plain Doctrine of Scripture, Wire not 
down into the fineſt and moſt inextricable Cob- terial 
webs, ſpur. (as the excellent Arch-Biſhop Tilet- 
Jen expreſſes it) by the Schoolmen out of thei Wl Upon 
omn'Brams. For your conſtant Rule is, to un- et only 
derſtand Texts of Scripture, not as'the Senſe Wi) in 
of the place requires, but as explained by the Wm in, 
Fathers ; and thoſe Explications, as interpreted IM lates 1 
by Later Writers; and thoſe Interpretations, a Wtice y 
finally fitted up by the Schoolmen; till at laſt Manner 
there remains no more Similitude between the Nreful I 
Text andthe Comment, than between Light and Wilſertior 


Darkneſs. 1 Lt _ 


Neſſari 


The 


0 297) 


„„ 0, 1 Reply to 
ntly The Dr cited here a large Paſſage out of „ 
me, Wiſin Martyr; the Senſe of which Paſlage vou, 5. 158. 
eaſt Wcknowledge to be this, that the Son 1s 


not a mere Power of the Father, — but that 
he is a Real Perſon diſtinct from the Father.“ 


mon e 
by Wo which you antwer, that you“ own him to be h, 189, 
„L «difin Perſon from the Father.” But no fen- BY 
one, ble Reader can miſs obſerving, that Fuftm 


latzr by a diſtin Perſon, means a real Perſon ; 

ut you, only a nominal Ferſon. And 'tis plea- 

Tt to remark how, a little after, you tell us 

it ſome Other words of Fuftin, (by the Help lat. 197. 
if two or three abſurd Conſequences which 


ene · Wu draw for him,) RATHEX ſhew that He 

pon believed the Son to be ——— one Being with 

led che Father; and that © the Son with there 198. 
hen Father MUST be the One neceſſary Being.” 
ing nd that © St Cyprian may REASON ABLT be id. 
the WW UPPOSED' to have believed them to have 


been One Being.” And that Theophilus and Pag · 196. 
neus ſhew indeed that the Son was not 
the ſame Perſon with the Father; but do 


ad: not DENT, nay RATHER their Writings 
bly WF ſippoſe that he was One Being with him.” 
Ie, ie not theſe excellent Foundations, to build fo 
00- Witerial a Doctrine upon? 


Upon the Doctor's affirming that God is, 
It only (70 6») individually one Being, but alſo 
) individually one intelligent Agent or Perſon , 
u int upon it, that the Term © o v re- 
lates not to Perſon, but to Sr: And from 
ice you draw. Conſequences at large, in a 
danner very well worth the curious Readers 
aretul Peruſal, But the Foundation of your 3 

ation, is, in the very Nature of Language, and 19. 
keſſarily abſurd. For 9tos cannot be wi 

re 


pag. 191. 


( 293 
red to, in Caſes where it has not been before : 
tioned; as often happens in places where t 
Term 5 & occurs. And in ſuch Conſtructio 
as This, Srds bey d &v, tis as abſurd and u 


The [ 
weſſity 
the 8 


grammatical a Tautology to ſuppoſe 5 4 Þ* Fat] 
ters to Jede ; as in that other Expreſſion, v0, reed C 
&yo Ie, & yd Ee, © Scòs, to ſuppoſe 5d; A Time 

me, Mi 


tis referring to dee, and conſequently to ren 
er it thus, There is no God 2251 but One Go 
which is GOD. 


7 Ar 
6d of 
ould be 


4 Fuſtin Martyr (you add) ſays, that the . A 


| PTY & ſpake theſe words to Moſes, &y6 £4 6 4 ﬀfmably 
"Tis true that Fufin Martyr does ſay ſo, Bi" G0 
tis alſo as true, that through his whole Book ſpeal 
largely and induftriouſly labours to ſhow, th whoſe | 
he ipake thoſe words in the Perſon of the Hat ſp: 
ther, or as the Repreſentative of the inviſible F feing hi 

ther, and not in his own ;Perſon ; Direct co lid not 
trary to what you affirm, pag. 198. op 
eg. 192, You complain again, that “ the Dr down Abraha 
& 153, & © explain what he means by the Son's hai ve 7 
203. < true Divinity and Dominion communicated to bi Ih: Go, 
from the Father, To this, an Anſwer 55 _ 

; 1 : 
been siven above, pag. 224. hat T 
4 Ho 
17e 
8 8 28. Eos ond 7 
- BOS VII 2520, 5, 32. There appeared to l. God of 
—— an Angel of the Lord in a Flame of Fim together 
the Buſh. ——— And the Voice of the Lord can the Te: 
unto him, ſong. Jam the God of thy Path "9: 
the God of Abraham, and the God of I. F 

andthe God of Taco. | 05 
| | ev 


Tl 


| IE 
(299) 


rene 


ere M The Perſon here ſpeaking to Moſes, muſt of 
udo reſſity be either God, the Father, himſelf; 
1d iſ, the Son; or, an ordinary Angel. I/, That 
ne Father himſelf never appeared or ſpake, is 
30% Merced on all Hands: Him, no Man bath ſeen at 


Time; Te have neither heard his Voice at any 
me, nor ſeen his Shape; Joh. 1, 18, and 5, 
Y: And, tis impious to imagine (lays the f Sy- 
od of Antioch) that the God of the Univerſe . on 
auld be called an Angel. 2. If it was an ord:- —— at 


he Angel, that ſpake to Moſes; then tis un- length in 
d eiably evident, that he could not ſay, Iam DrClarke' 
3 0 God of thy Fathers, any otherwiſe than = _— f 
ook H ſpeaking in the Name or Perſon of God, yy, 163, 


joſe Meſſenger he was. 3. If it was the Son 
hat ſpake; ſtill tis very apparent from his 
ing here ſtiled the Angel of the Lord, that he 


d not ſpeak of Himſelf, but in the Name and 
the Repreſentative of hig Father, when he 
aid, I am the God of thy Fathers, the God of 

does Abraham, 8c. For who the God of the Fathers 

hai we are expresſly told by St Peter, Ads 3, 13, 

[to Mb God of Abraham and of Iſaac and of Jacob, 

er de God of our Fathers, has glorified HIS Son Je- 


u. Here the Apoſtle in direct words affirms, 
that The God of our Fathers is He who glorified 
HIS Son Feſus. If therefore He who glorifed HIS 
Wm Feſus, be the Father, and not both Father 
md Son; it follows demonſtratively, that the 
God of our Fathers is not the Father and Son 
together, (as you, in direct Contradiction to 


. Text, affirm, pag. 202 ;) but the Father 
only. | | | 


The Authorities (you jay) cited by the Dr,,,, 196. 

; ſhewed indeed that the Son appeared and act- 

ed in the Perſon and Name of the Father; _ 
| ” 1 


make it (if poſſible) more plainly ſuch. 


pag. 200, You acknowledge, that to ſay one perſon v. 
= Sent by another, is to make him a differen 


Page 201, 


Nag. 202. 


Mg. 201. 


e fus Chriſt;” And again, Eph. 4, 6, On 


_ expreſs Contradiſtindion to, Feſus Chrif 


Texts are contrary to Scripturs, 
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* did not deny that he acted in his own Mum 
and Perſon als.” I think, this is a plain Conf 
tradiction. Your own explication of it in ti 


—__ Paſſages which I have cited above, py 
276, and which I deſire the Reader to conſult 


* and ſubordinate Perſon, that could be ſent 
* by him. But how this affects” yo 
Inference, that the Son with the Father is th! 
& neceſſary Being itſelf,” you cannot tell.” 1 
doubt not but the Reader can tell ; And thete 
fore I leave it to him. 


To your repeated Aſſertion, that * the 
** Name Fehovah isjgiven to the Father and 
* the Son;” and that © Febovah is the Fa 
ther and Son Together ;” I have given a di 
ſtinct Anſwer above, pag. 235 and 274. 


You ask; © if Father and Son be the Ow 
and only God, why ſhould the Dr, contraryt0 
* Scripture, call the Father the One and on) 
true God, in Contradiſtinction to the Sm? 
The Anſwer is given by St Paul, 1 Cor. 8, 6, 
Jo Us there is but One God, the Father, in 
expreſs Contradiſtinction to, One Lord, Fr 


* God and Father of all,” in exprefs Contradr 
«© ſtinction to. One Lord and One Spirit; 
And by our Saviour himſelf, Joh. 17, 3, that 
* they might know Thee the Only True God, in 


* whom thou boaſt ſent.” T is ſomewhat too 
much, to take it for granted, that theſe plain 


To 


( 3or') 


To conclude this Head. The Reader can ne 
zy better underſtand the Senſe of the Text 
ore us, than by comparing together the fol- 
ring Paſſages of Scripture. 
Atis 7; 30, 31, 32. There appeared to bim 
- an Angel of the Lord in a Flame of Fire 
the Buſh. And the voice of the Lord came 
to. bim, ſaying, I am the God of thy Fathers, 


n 76 

leren e God of Abrabam, and the God of Iſaac, and 
ſen e God of Jacob. 5 

| yo Gen. 16 3 TO; #2. The Angelof the Lord ſaid 
75 thao ber, I will multiply &c. And. ſhe cal- 
Tithe Name of the Lord that ſpake unto her, Thou 
there 00d ſee me. | | 


Gen. 48; 15, 16. Ihe God which fed me all 
Y Life long unto this Day, The Angel which re- 
emed me Zones evil, bleſs the Lads, + | 
Exod, 23; 20, 21. Bebold, I ſend an Angel 
ore these: He will not pardon your Tranſ> 
tons, for my Name is in Him. 

Judg. 2, 1. An Angel of the Lord, =— ſaid; 
made you to go up out of Egypt, —— unto the 
land which T ſware unto your Fathers. 

Judg. 13; 21, 22. He was an Angel of the 


oi: And Manoab ſaid, we ſhall ſurely die, be- 
61 ne we have ſeen God, ES ta 

8, „ Eccleſ. 5, 6. Neith#r ſay thou before the An- 
jn that it was an Errour. AN 

„ Fr lai, 63, 9. The Angel of bis Preſence ſave | 
On” 8 

radi- . Hoſea 12; 3, 4. He had Power with God, 
rit; n be bad Power over the Angel, and pre- 
that e | | 


Lech. 3, 1, 2.— 
| the Lord, And the Lord ſaid unto Satan, 
LORD rebuke thee, O Satan, [ Compare, 


Fude 


Standing before the Angel | 
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Fude 9. Alfo Rev. I2, T3 and Dan. 10, 21 
and 12, 1 | $74 21 = 
Zech. 12, 8. Shall be as God, as the Atl 
the Eldon nin! goal | | 


Mal. 3, 1. My Meſſenger, — the Lord v 
ye ſeek, even the Meſſenger of the Covenant. 
II. 9, 6. Wonderful, Counſellor, The My 
God. According to the LXX, and as cit 
by all the Antients, Me3o\vs pSAis Ayn 
The Angel of his Great Connſel,] | 


29. $4 tl 


Rom. XIV; 9, 10, 11, 12. That He ch *" 
_ "might be the Lord both of the Dead and Lili ; 
ie foal all fand before the Fudgmin H= “ 
of Chriſt. For it is written; As Tlie, ſatth| 4 
. Lord, every Knee ball bow to me, and every I 
Hall confeſs to God. * ne 1-91 


Since God hath appointed and ordained Ch ef 
to judge the World, Ad, 17, 31; and 10% t. 
and Joh. 5, 22; and Rom. 2, 16; one wit 
think there{hould be no great Difficulty in. 
prehending, how giving an Account to 


g Mþ by whom God judges the world, is conſequent ; "op 
0 | giving an Account to God, who judges the Vol . 
| by Chriſt. | - ag 


Againft This, you have nothing to all 1 
Only you wiſh your Reader would rather g 7 
confuſed Manner underftand God and Cn . 
mean in this Text one and the ſame PH? 
though, for Forms ſake, you will not callt 
one Fer ſon, but one Being. 


In your ry Book, you cited upon this H 
a paſſage out of Irenaus Which the Doo; 


s Reply, tranſcribed and obſerved to be, not 
jou, but directly againft you. And Now you bag. 201. 
ink it appears very ſtrange, he ſhould not tell 
u where the Contrariety conſiſts. The words 
J Lenaus are : That every 


we mig ht bow to Chriff "be yes Ino7 my xveis 


, en, Lord, and God, ch, r e findet, d Ge 
| * ad 9 A 
* Wh! Saviour, and King, ac Teds 2 d oęgrr, THY Yor 


RE of the invi ſible Father. 1 
teſe words you Thus (and indeed very rightly) Dag. 204. 
derſtand; that {every Knee might bow, accord- 
to the Good Pleaſure of . the inviſible Father, 
| Chrift Feſus, our Lord and God and Saviour 
Ming: Whereas (you fancy) the Doctor in- 
preted the paſſage, as if Frenaus had ſaid, 
at the Son was Lord and God and Saviour and 
Ig: according to the good Pleaſure of the inwiji- 


1 ling to the GOOD PLEA-. deln &c. lib. 1, cap. 10. 


110 Father. Had he fo interpreted it, the Senſe 
ald fill have been exactly the fame. But, 


think, he did not ſo interpret it, but barely 
iced the Engliſh. words in the very ſame Lati- 


116.4 e of Conſtruction with the Greek ones. The 
'« wal ont Contrariety of Irenaus s words to your 
ty in 0Qhion; lies in This : that He affirms it to be 


bon Account of the good Pleaſure of the inviſi- 
WW Faber,” that every Knee bows to Chriſt Feſus, 
our Lord and God and Saviour and Rim; where- 
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| your Notion (of the Father and Son being 
to all CO ICUS))allippoſes this Homage due to 
-ather" inſt, altoge er iudependent on the Fathers 
ee being as much due to him ace. 
e Pl e cation of the Father's Will or Com- 
is due to the Father himſelf. 


nd, as it 
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4 
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Heb. XIII, -8. Feſus Chrift, the ſame Teri, N 
and to Day, and for even. 


The whole Sentence runs thus; V hoſe Faill 


follow, [oiz. that of the Apoſtles who firſt in 


ſtructed you, ] conſidering . the, Erd of their (i U 
ver ſation: Feſus Chriſt, the ſame Tefterday, an t And 
Day, and for ever: Be not carried about with I Doecte 
vers and ſtrange Doctrines. That is: Adhere ſted 
faftly to the Faith of the Apoſtles, and be not 
perplext with Doctrines brought in by oth 
Teachers ariſing after them: For Jeſus Chriſt i 
the ſame Saviour,. and his Goſpel the ſame 60 Joh 
ſpel, to Them at fuſt, and to Joy now, anita 
All Generations that are to come bereaſter. 1 Ag! 
Fal. 208, Againſt This, you have nothing to offer; bil Er. 
209 and a Suppoſſtion, that this Epiſtle poſkbly was uri krete 
210. ten in Hebrew „ and 4 Suppoſit ion that, in That mentic 
Hebrew, (inftead of, ö aur de, The Same, t. 1 
Author might poſſibly have writ, 80 Ee; and ee 
Suppoſition that, af the Author did uſe tha and 
word He, he might poſtiblyintend to have it uM, | 5 
derſtood in the dark and cabbaliflical Senſe, al. ©. t! 
intimating the Immitability of the divine NW" it | 
ture. Pofibly you may think it „range in Thi , 8 


place, (as you did under the laff Head about the 
paſſage of Hrenais,) that it ſhopld not be ul 
you Hberein theſe Suppoſitions fail of being 
convidtive, But I think this may well 

tx ſted with the Re ader. n 0 


(305 ) 
31. 


Mark XIII, 32. But of that Day and Hour 
huometh no Man; uo, not the Angels which are in 
heaven, neither the Son, but the Father; | but 
Moy Father only, Matt. 24, 36. ] 


Upon this Text you have nothing to offer; 
And therefore I refer the Reader to what the 
Doctor has laid in his Reply. pag. 17, 


32. 5 
Joh. XIV, 28. J Father is Greater than J. 


Againſt the Doctor's Interpretation of this 
[Text alſo, you have nothing to allege: And 


rzb therefore I refer the Reader to the Books above- 

T nentioned. . 

0 tl You only repeat, by the way, that“ unde- pag. 211. 
1-4, ed and begotten are Negative Characters, 

; * and derzved and begotten are poſitrve Charact- 

5 *ers ; Neither of them affecting the Subſtance 


* of the Perſons.” Which Aſſertion how ab- 
jurd 5 I have diſtinctly ſhown above, pag. 
16, Oc. | 


93. 

Phil. II; 6, 7,11. Who being in the Form 
if God, thought it not Robbery to be equal with 
God; Who, though he was in the Form of 
bod, yet did not take upon him to be equal 
th God; or, was not greedy of being ho- 

od Sh nonred] 


r 
noured as God; or, did not look upon that 
Honour as a Prize to be eagerly held faſt and 
not parted with 3] But made himſelf of no ke. 
putation, Ce xt o, deveſted himſelf of the Glo. 
ry he before poſſeſt ] and took upon bim the 
Form of a Servant, and was made in the Liens 
of Men, ¶ took upon him the Form of a Ser- 
vant, being made in the Likeneſs of Men: 
—— end bumbled himſelf &c, Wherefore Godal. 
ſo bath highly exalted him, and given him a Nane 
which is above every Name; &c. _ 


Againſt the Dr's Tranſlation and Explica- 
tion of this Text alſo, this very remarkable Text; 
you have not a Syllable to offer. And there. 
fore I refer the Reader to what he has at large 
alleged in his Scr7pture-Do@rin: upon this Head; 
and in his Reply to My Nelſon upon the ſame 
Head, pag. 72; and alſo pag. 138 an 
140 of the ſaid Reply: As alſo to what 
Dr Bennet has ſaid at large upon this 
Text. 

1 ſhall here further obſerve only by the way, 
that in That paſſage of Tertullian againſt Prax: 
eas, chap. 7; cited by Bp Pull, Sect. 2, c. 7. 
S 4, [Exinde eum PAREM ſibi faciens, de quo 
procedendo Filius fadlus eft; | a careful Reader 
will find that the Senſe of the whole paſlage ne 
ceſſarily requires it to be read, not FAREM, 
but PATREM. For Tertullian could not thete 
mean to ſay, that the Word, or Son, made God in 
be equal to him, which is neither Senſe, ner 
to Tertullians Purpoſe ; but that the Word, be. 
ing ſtyled (among other Titles there ment1 
ned) primogenitus the firſt-begotten, therely 
cauſed God to have the Denommation of Fatler 
from whom he proceeded as a Son. 1 


Name 
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*Tis alſo plainly in Alluſton to this very Text, 
that Lackantius (as cited and tranſlated by Dr Cl. 
in his'Scripture-Do@rine,) expreiles himſelf in the 
following uncommon Manner. Chi, ſays 
he, was Faithful to God; For he taught that there 
ts but One God, and that He only is to be wor ſbip- 
ped, Nor did he ever call Himſelf Gd; becauſe 


he bad not been Faithful, if, 
being ſent to take away the ma- 
y Gods, and to declare the 
One, he had introduced any 


Other befides the One. For 
this would have been, not 


preaching the One God, nor 
doing the Work, of Him that 


ſent him, but his Own work , 


and ſo he would have ſeparated 
bimſelf from Him, whom he 
came to Declare, Now be- 
cauſe he was ſo Faithful, and 
aſſumed nothing to Himſelf, 
bit only performed the Com- 
mands of Him that ſent him; 
1 5 be 7 inveſted with 
the Dignity of an everlaſtin 

High-Prisff, the oats, : 
Supreme King, and the Name 


Lor Title | of GOD; 


$4 


ille veid exhibuir Deo fi- 
dem; docuir enim quod unus 
Deus fir; eumq; ſolum colt 
oportere; nec unquam ſe ipſe 
Deum dixic, quia non fervaſier 
fidem, fi miſſus ur Deos tolleret 
& Unum aſſereret, inducerer 
Alium præter Unum. Hoc erat, 
non de Uno Deo tacere præco- 
nium ; nec ejus qui miſerat, 
ſed ſuum proprium negotium 
gerere ; ac ſe ab eo, quem il- 
luſtracuni venerar, ſeparare. 
Proprerea, quia tam fidelis ex- 
titit, quia ſibi nihil prorſus 
aſſumpfit, ut mandata Mitten- 
tis impleret; & Sacerdotis per- 
petui Dignitatem, & Regis 
fummi honorem, & DEI nomen 
accepit. Lacdtant. lib. 4. cap. 
14. | 


Col. I, 15. ho is the Image of the viſible 
Cod, the firſl-born of every Creature, 


In your Commentary upon this Text, there 
ie nothing relating to the Senſe of the 
Text itſelf 5 but only an Account of a myſtical 


and fanciful Interpretation of that paſſage of 
| X 2 | 


the 


5 


e 
the Pſalmiſt, My Heart it inditing a good 
Matter; and an unintelligihle Diſcourſe 
about the Notion of ſome Antient Wri- 
ters (condemned by the Council of Sirmium,) 


that the Son is MoyG- e er and Teogc 


eos, the Internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of the Father, 
produced in Time into a perſonal Subſiſtence. Con- 


Reply '"cernins which Notion, the Dr obſerved, that 


Mr Nelſon 


P. 177. 


manifeſts himſelf to his Creatures; 


' Both parts of it could not be literally true. For 
if the Term [N- The Word | ſignifies [:terally 
the internal Reaſon or Wiſdom of God, then it 
cannot poſſibly be a Perſon literally and in rea- 
lity, but is only fguratively ſpoken of As a Per- 


Jon: And, on the contrary, if it ſignifies lite 


rally a Real divine Perſon by whom the F mY 
then 
and not literally and 


it can only figuratively, 
7 be ſtiled the Viſdon 


in metaphyfical reality, 


or Reaſon of the Father, So that, to confound 


pag. 221. 


pag. 217 


and 221, 


Sow uu 


inconſiſtently theſe two Notions Together; ma- 
king That which is literal, to be at the ſame 
time figurative; and That which is only figurative, 
to be at the ſame time literal alſo; is a mani: 
feſt Abſurdity. To this, you anſwer: * As 
* for confounding that which is [iteral with the 
* fgurative, and the figtirative with the literal; 
* it it ſhould prove true, it does not affect Ife, 
© who gave only a ſhort Extract out of the 
* Writings of thoſe Fathers, to ſhow that they 
te held the Perſonal exiſtence of the Son with 
the Father from all Eternity.” But th1s1s 
a very frank Confeſſion indeed. For tis with 
much Approbation that you cite and enlarge up- 
en the Notion of theſe Writers, ſo expresſſy 
condemned by the Council of Sirmium. And 
if they ſuppoſed (as you contend they did) that 
the (Ny G- £135 der) Internal Reaſon of th? 


Father, was eternally a PERSON, thovg? 
ny n 


not (re 
be creat 


probatic 


| For wb 


was an! 
exiſt Wi 
[*Noy© 


dom : Ir 


* Fathe 
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dom ;] © 
* or Ra 
* the Fẽ 
only. J 
gument 
conſidere 
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Matt. 


Spirit inte 


This 
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not {Teopoerroc) Produced till the World was to 
be created; this is plainly, in the higheſt De- 
gree, making that Confuſion of literal and F gu- 
a Expreſſions, which the Dr took Notice 
of, „„ 

And you ſtill more directly ſhow your Ap- 
probation of this Confuſton, in what follows. 
For whereas ſome Writers had argued that it 
was an Impoſſibility in Nature for the Father to 
exiſt without the Son, becanſe ſo he would be 
L - and «%oopG-] without Reaſon or Wiſ- 
dom : Inſtead of acknowledging the Weakneſs 
of this Argument, you indeavour to vindicate 


it by a Defenſe yet more abſurd : © As for what pag. 223. 


* 18 meant (j ſay,) when it is {aid that the 
Father, conſidered diſtinctly without the Son, 
would be ZNoyG-,” | without his Reaſon or Wiſ- 
dom;] © it is not that the Attribute of Reaſon 
* or Rationai Power would be ſeparated from 
* the Father, but the Begotten Logos or Wiſdom 
only. That is, you ſuppoſe the Force of the Ar- 
gument to be this only; that if the Father was 
conſidered without the Son, he would then be 


conſidered without the Son. 


35. N 
f Matt. IV, 1. Then was Feſus led up of the 
Þpirit into the Wilderneſs © 


This Text, you Now omit wholly. 


1 


ee 
irh, 
6 1 


ag 227, is; that the Lor 


and 229, 
and 252, 


8 11 0 
Os 


Luke IV, 18. The Spirit of the Lord is upou 


me, becauſe be hath anointed me to preach the Go- 
Jpel to the Poor. a 5 

Upon this Text alſo, you have nothing to 
allege. | 


Acts XXVIII. 25, 485 Tm. Well ſpake the 
Holy Ghoſt by Iſaiah the Prophet unto our Fu- 


thers, ſaying, Go unto this People, and ſay &c, 


—- and I jhould heal them. 


That which you would infer from This Text, 
d, (not the Glory, as you con- 
fuſedly affect to call it; but the Lord, the. Prr- 


ſon) whom Iſaiah ſaw fitting upon a Throne, 


(Jai. 6, 1,) was the Holy Ghoſt as well as the 
Father Nothing can be more evidently con- 
trary to the whole Tenour of Scripture, or more 
contradictory in itſelf ; than that the Appear: 
ance of a Man, (ſo you expreſs it, pag. 228, 
from the parallel place, Ezek. 1, 26,) ſhould re- 
preſent at one and the ſame time More Perſon 
than One. The plain Meaning of the Text, 
is ; that Iſaiab, by the Inſpiration of the Ho) 
Gheft, ſaw, ina Viſion, a Repreſentation ol 
God, ſitting upon his Throne, and ſpeaking ut- 
to him. And becauſe 'twas by the Inſpiration 
of the Holy Ghoſt, that Tſaiab ſaw this Repte 
ſentation of God, ſpeaking to him and ſending 
him unto the Children of Iſrael; therefore the 
Apoſtle in the Text before us, very proper!) 


ſays, that the Holy Ghoſt ſpake BT Iſaiab the q 
| | | E DA 1 
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4 371 d) 
phet unto our Fathers. This clearly t2Fes away 
all the Confuſion you introduce, avout Gog's 
ſpeaking, and the Spirit ſpeaking, and the Father 
ſpeaking excluſive or incluſive of the $y111t , and 
much inore to the fame Purpoſe, which the Read- 
er may conſider at his Lei ſure, pag. 227—235. 
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As to the Signification of the word *.wgnG ,“, 257. 
which you ſuppoſe to be equivalent to -inurer 238. 
G. or /40105nG , and to expreſs Individuality of 
Subſtance ; the contræry has frequently been very 
clearly ſhown by many Learned Writers, and 
particularly by Bp Bull in his Defenſio Fidei Ni- 
cena, Sect. II, cap. 1. The paſlages you cite, 
wherein the Phraſes, 71617 716 7 ws ie, and 
Tic duTyYE Eotod, and TAUTETYS THE AUIEWS, are 
uſed; are all befrdes your Purpoſe : Becauſe the 
word 7avTcTye ſignifics equally a generical, as 
well as an individual Sameneſs. Wherefore 
though the word Tavroec , which is in its 
Etymology ambiguous, (it gcod Authors had 
not choſen to confine the Ule of it to the ſame 
Senſe with cos ©.) might, as well as e- 
Le O, have ſignified a Conſubſtantiality not indi- 
vidual; yet, on the other fide, the word - 
c, which is not ambiguous, carmot, like 
T&vT0x0'G-, expreſs an individual Conſubſtantiali- 
ty. Nor is your alleging the words 5«ounTeor 
and oporr4Tew!, any whit more to your Pur- 
Pole: For as thoſe words ſignify P:rfons who 
Jpring from the ſame individual Father or Mother, 
not, who are th:mſelves the ſame Individual, 19 
dcs Jikewiſe fignifies them who ſpring e 
Tuc dvννν 550i" c] from the ſame individual Sub- 
2 not, who are themſelves the ſam? Indivi- 

nal. 6 


| X 4 After 
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T. 237, After This, for twelve or fourteen Pages toge- 
2— 25 ther, follows a Collection of Citations, all out 


of late Writers in the fourth and fifth Centuries: 1 

Which therefore need no Anſwer. Only, ſince Che, [ha 

you have quoted One Paſſage out of the Coun- The Bl, 

terfeit Author of the Queſt. & Reſponſ, ad Or. in chis plai 

thodoxos; I ſhall, to ſhow you how inconſiſtent tom the x 

a Writer he is, refer you to Another paſſage of liſts.) a cc 

5 , His. Ho (ſays he) is God Nut and hi 

Hiss 6 e a . filed Uncompounded, ſee- meateſt M 
ra Gu Ty e href ing be is compounded of Two Wi: Spirit o 
ö geo umuy Voeeyay, TUTROS 3 . LP. p ; 
50 x, 019, Yi Tgood&a% id · perſons conſubſtantial, the Fa of God, I 
Cons wing, —— 78 , ther and Son; and One Fer. been larg 
uarög it i "5 Tum fon of a particular Subſtance Ibis Scriptu 
d N Q. 129. (o Eſſence, I the Holy Spirit? mn, p. 189; 


more, tha 
fore in yo 
what the I 
r to conſi 
ged conc: 


His Anſwer to this Queſtion, the Reader may 
conſult at his Leiſure, | 


30. 
> oh. IIT, 5. Except a Man be born of 
7 5 r he cannot enter into the Kingdom of 


God, | 2 Cor. I 
| 5 u Chrift, - 
By the word God here, you defire your Lhildren © 


. 253. Reader to underſtand the Holy Ghoſt ; and con- 
- ſequently, by the Kingdom of God, the Kingdom 
of the Holy Ghoſt : A Phraſe that has no paral. 
lel in Scripture, nor (I think) in Any Chriſt 
an Writer. Whether our-Saviour really meant 
in this place, the Kingdom of the Holy Ghoſt, or 
the Kingdom of Bis Father; J leave the Reader 
to judge from the Analogy of Faith, 


e convert. 
Way, Nor 
be Spirit 0, 


The pla 
be Veil of 
n the Typ 
being now 
be Jews, 

OMverted | 
en away, 


39 


Th 


(+ 313) 


Mat. XII, 31. The Blaſphemy againſ the Holy 
Ghoft, ſhall not be forgiven unto Men. 


The Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt, ſignifies 
in this place, (as appears from the Context, and 
tom the parallel Paſſages in the other Evange- 
liſts,) a contemptuous revilng and rejecting of the 
ft and higheſt means of Conviction, even the 
meatefſt Miracles which our Saviour worked by 


of God, Luke 11, 20. But, this Text having 
teen largely treated of by the Dr, both in 
his ccripture- Doctrine and in his Reply to My Nei- 
n, p. 189; and you having Now offered nothing 
more, than what you had in Effect alleged be- 
fore in your fr ſt Book; Iſhall add nothing:to 
what the Dr has ſaid, but leave it to the Read- 
r to conſider and judge of what has been al- 
kged concerning this matter on Both ſides. 


AO. 
2 Cor. III; 14, 16, 17. hich Veil is done away 
* Chriftf, ———J/ hen it [the Heart of the 
Unildren of Iſrael | Hall turn to the Lord [ſhall 
de converted to Chriſt, ] the Veil ſhall be taken 
Pay. Now the Lord is that Spirit; and where 
be Spirit of the Lord 7s, there is Liberty: &c. 


The plain Meaning of this Text, is; that 
he Veil of Darkneſs and Obſcurity, which was 
ithe Types and Figures of the Moſaick Law, 
eng now done away in Chriſt ; conſequently 
te Jews, when they turn to the Lord, or are 
Mverted by Faith in Chriſt, have that Veil ta- 
en away, which before hindred them (ver. - 3) 

| that 


the Spirit of God, Matt. 12, 28 ; with the Finger 
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63149 
that they could not ftedfaſily look to the Endo 
that which is aboliſbed. This Veil, I ſay, is ta. 

wer, 16. ken away from the Jews, upon their turning to 

| the Lord, or being converted by Faith in Chriſt; 


ver. 17 becauſe the Lord ['viz.* Chriſti] is that Spirit, the Matt. 
Spirit ſpoken of through this whole (hapter Une of 1. 
the Spirit and End of the Law, in Oppoſitia oy Ghoſt. 
ver. 6. to the dead Letter. He, (by the Manife ation of 
the Truth, ch. 4, 23 by the Light of bis glon The Do 
ous Goſpel, ch. 4, 4; by the Clear Light of thy ine, and 
Knowledge of the Glory of God, ch. 4, 6; by hit the tr 
+ Gift and Mifion of the Holy Ghoſt, the Hi Text, 
rit of the Living God, with which he rites ye Rever: 
on cur Hearts, and not in Tables of Stone, ch. ]WTpretat: 
3 :) 1s the Anthor of all the glorious thing ered AT 
mentioned in this Chapter; is the Author of thi ader jud, 
ver 9. Miniftration of Righteouſneſs or Fuſlificatim 
wer. 8. the Miniſtration of the Spirit, the Miniſtratio 
ver. 6 and of Life and true Liberty. For where the Spin 
17. of the Lord is, there is Liberty; Liberty tro | 
the Bondage and Rigour, Liberty from the 0 1 Joh. V 
ſcurity and Perplexity of the Law: So that 10 word, [1 
wer, 19, we all with open Face, beholding as in a Glaſs tl Ind the Ho. 
Glory of the Lord, &c. - there 
The further particulars of this Chapter, 1 "th, the 
at large paraphraſed and explained in the] theſe Ti 
pag 192. Reply to Mr Nelſon, which the Reader may | If th 
pleaſed to conſider, and compare with your E i the w. 
plications of the ſame Texts. e Phraſe | 
| o mean an 
One and t 
Ee Reaſon t 
| * Fo Athanaſius (you acknowledge, pag. 276, underſtocd ! Wundantly 
Phraſe, in ſom? of his Wricings; though in others he interplesgge,. 8 
otherwiſe : And all the other Writers whom you cite for 4 differs 9 Pag. 
Interpretation, are ſtill Jater chan He. 1 | Fa 2075 
+ Thus the Learned Dr Whithy, in his Commentary on ver. 15, 6 = Ec. 
derſtands Chriſt to be there ſtyled g e, The Iod Authority o 
Ger ] of the Spirit. | Jou will fin 


4 


«< 3150 


41. 
Matt. XXVIII, 19, Baptizing them in the 
Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 


Holy Ghoſt. 


The Doctor has ſhown in his Scripture-do- 
me, and in his Reply to Mr Nelſon, p. 204, 
at the true Paraphraſe and Explication of 
ns Text, is the Antient Baptiſmal Creed. And 
tt Reverend Dr Benet agrees with him in his 
iterpretation of this Text. Whether you have 
ered any better Interpretation, let the 
leader judge. | 


42. 


Joh. V; 7, 8. For there are Three that bear 
ord, [in Heaven; the Father, the Word, 
Ind the Holy Ghoſt ; and theſe Three are One: 

nd there are Three that bear Witneſs in 
tarth,] the Spirit, and the Water, and tbe Blood; 
d theſe Three agree in One. 


If the words here incloſed were genuine, yet 
de Phraſe & «1 (are One,) could not be proved 
o mean any more in this place, than 4greemg 
One and the ſame Teſtimony. But that there is 
MReaſon to efteem the words genuine, has been 
Wundantly ſhown in Dr Clarkes Letter to Dr 
Well, pag. 43; and in his Reply to My Nelſon, 
Pe. 207; and fill more particolarly in 
Mr E—s fall Inquiry into the Original 
Authority of that Text, 1:Foh. V, 7. In which 
Jou will find it fully and clearly ſhown, that 185 
= the 
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p18. 291. 


| pag. 297. 


whence it notoriouſly appears, that Beza's pre 


5 
the Greek Manuſcripts ever yet found in ti iable, th 
World, agree in wanting theſe words; that A inted in 


antient Verſions in all Languages, omit the wof our 
likewiſe; that no Greek Father in any Age the wo 
Elther cites or refers to them ; that no Antient han it no 
Latin Father cites them; that the ſingle Pa em was 
lages of Tertullian and Cyprian, which bat, Now fe 
vulgarly been ſuppoſed to refer to theſe Words jI printed 
do not really refer to them; that particularly ye; 5. 
Facundus is an Evidence that Cyprian did unt ry B that 
fer to theſe words, and even Fulgentius himlelWhj; 7, be +1 
does not ſay that he did: Laſtly, that ti eſted to 
Learned Dr Millss Conjecture, how theſe word.. 
might poſhbly drop out of the Text, is plain 222 bor 


ly an zmpoſible Suppoſition ; but that tis ea 
to conceive how out of the Margin they might 
creep in. Here alſo you will find a clear and 
diſtinct Anſwer to that Objection of yours 
that in ſeven of Stephen's Manuſcripts nothing 
more than the words & w Sea | In Hu 
ven] are wanting; which Objection is founde 
merely upon an Errour of the Preſs in Stephens 
Edition; no Manuſcript being any whe 
found, that wants thoſe words Only. Fro 


three th. 
ord, and the H. 
dee that bear v 


the Bloo 


tending to have obſerved ſeven Mamſcrit 
wanting thoſe words Only, was nothing ell! 
but his being deceived by that Errour of tit 
Preſs in re, Ao 

What you allege about the Reaſonablenel 
of believing that Eraſmns believed there was! 
Manuſcript in Great Britain, which nobody x 
Great-Britain ever ſaw; and the Paſlages y0 
cite out of a pretended Manuſcript Work of Cn 
gen; are not worth taking Notice of. 


— 


Updl 


7 Fry 


Upon the Whole 3 nothing can be more Yea- 


bie, than that, ſeeing theſe words were 1 
I inted in a different Character in the firſt Editi- i 


. 
- — 


7 — 4 &< . 
— -— we os 2 - 
. 5 oo 2 2 


of our Engliſh Bibles, when the Evidence 
the words was {uppoſed to be much greater 
han it now appears, and the Evidence againſt 
em was not known to be near ſo ſtrong as 
is Now found to be; they ſhould at leaſt be 
EI printed in a different Charafer, 

| Ver. 5. Whos Hethat overcometh the World, 
ut He that believeth that Feſus is the Son of God? 


b is be that came (that was declared and ma- 
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eſted to be the Son of God) by Water and 
ls A And tis the Spirit that bearcth 
n, becauſe the Spirit is Truth, For there 
. e boap Record, Tin Heaven; the Father, the 
1 ard, and the Holy Ghoſt ; and theſe Three are One: An4there are 


bee that bear witneſs in Earth, the Sptr it 5 and the W ater, 
u the Blood; and theſe Three agree in One. 


I am, Sir, 
Tour affetionate Friend 


and Servant, &c. 


8 
POSTSCRIPT. 


'F HE Sum of this whole Controverſy, maybrif 
be compriſed in the following Argument. 


The wiſeſt Gentiles were by Nature, and thi 
Fews by the Law, taught to believe in On 
God. By which, Both of them always mean 
One Supreme Perſon or Intelligent Agent, the M. 
ker and Governour of all Things. 

Our Saviour and his Apoſtles taught, that) 
ſus Chriſt was the Son of that One God, who 
both Jews and Gentiles already acknowledged 
When therefore Chriſt was himſelf alſo mor 
over {tiled God, In what Senſe was This prob; 
bly underſtood, by thoſe among whom he mi 
firſt fo ſtyled ? : 

Would they not naturally underſtand it 
the Subordinate Senſe; in which Senſe, bot 
2T78 and 9% are very frequently uſe 
Scripture and in All other Writings ? 

Or could they underſtand it to ſignify, ti 
he was individually the ſame God with Him wi 
Son be is? when even They who moſt earneltly? 
firm him to be the ſame God, do not indeed met 
that he is (in that literal and proper Senſe 
fame God, | the ſameSupreme Perſon or Agent; 

only that he is of the ſame individual SubſtaJ 
Which is neither agreeable to the Council — 2? 


and Dif 
elſe, if! 
ved to h11 
the ſame 
ſon | is as 
the Fathe 
vidual Su 
blutely if 
is his Sub, 


Nice, (who taught him to be %, not 18 
ros O- m7" mT2!,) nor proved from Script 136 
And, if it was; yet, being of the ſame ! 207 
vidual Subſtance, (if thereby was not meant 7 
ing the ſame Supreme Perſon,) would nat 263, 
mount to being individually the ſame © 264. 
but either Another God | or Supreme Perſon] 270 
the ſame individual Subſtance, if his Pi 20a, 


(319) 
and DifinT Life is by NMeceſſity of Nature: or 
eſe, if his Perſonality and diſtin# Life was deri - 
ved to him by the Vill of the Fatber, though in 
me ſame individual Subſtance ; then He | his Per- 
ſen] is as really ſubordinate to and dependent on 
the Father, as if it were not in the fame indi- 
Wridual Subſtance. For the Notion of GOD, ab- 
flutely ſpeaking, includes that his Life, as well 


is his Sub ſtance, is underived. 
F 


EF N ‚ 3#F--ahs 


Pag. lin. read 
I. 14. needieſsly 
8. 3. Indeed the Scriptures in every 
place, where Many are tiled, 2, 
Unum ; do ſpeak figuratively. Ard 
on the reverſe, in every place where 
they mention an Unity of intelligent 
Agents, (except Gal. 3, 28, where 
All Chriſtians are by a ſtill higher 
Figure ſtiled, 276, One myſtical Per- 
ſon, which is the Church or Spouſe of 
Chriſt ;) they always ſpeak in the 
very ſame Term, ; 
30. 29. jou $6, (in the Form of God, and 
' equal to God,) 
33. 18. is. | 
56. 20. But Dr Bennet always 


; 61. 5. dude m 
a 62. 8. We (tor want 
) 89. 17. conſtantly, nor generally, nor 


4 % lib, 3, 6 10. 

1 Ox, 3o. eum qui paſſus eft 

| 96. 4. Incarnation, 

| 108. 25. the Worſhip 2M 


| 136. 2. N i HR mn 
; 207. 27. Concluſion, } 
| 225. 17. Lord, to 

438. ae, be | . 
i 263. 6. pag. 110. : 
4 264. 24. JK, 
11 270. lt. Likeneſs of Men. 


279. 32. A56)>@- 
. 28 1. Je et 
304. ult. truſted, 
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Advertiſement. 

AN Examination of Mr Nye's Explication of 
L the Articles of the Divine Unity, the Trinity 
and Incarnation. Wherein is bricfly ſhown, 
The Inſufficiency of that Explication both from 
Scripture and Reaſon; with a Vindication of 
Dr Clarke's Scripture-Do@rine and Replies, from 
the Charge of Tritheiſm. By. Foby Fackſon, Rec: 
tor of Roſington in the County of Tork. 


Three Letters to Dr Clarke, from a Clergy: 
man of the Church of England; concern. 
ing his Scripture- Doctrine of the Trinity, With 
the Doctor's Replies. Publiſhed by the Authors 
the ſaid Three Letters, price 6 d. 


A Collection of Queries. Wherein the molt 
material Objections from Scripture, Reaſon, and 
Antiquity, which have as yet been alleged! 
gainſt Dr Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine of the Tn 
nity, and the Defenſes of it, are propoſed an 
_ anſwered. With an Appendix: In which ar 
offered to the Conſideration of the Learned 
ſome Queries from Scripture, Reaſon, and 4 
quity, concerning the vulgar ſcholaſtick Explid 
tion of the Doctrine of the Trinity and Ic 
nation. By a Clergyman in the Country. 


The Grounds of Civil and Eccleſiaſtical 6! 
vernment briefly conſider d. By John Jack 


82 
Rector of Roſington in Torkſhire, 
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The Modeſt Plea, &e 


CONTINUED. 


Or, A Brief and Diſtinct 


Dry AT ER LAND. 


QUERIES, &c. 
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Modeft PLEA, &. 


CONTINUED. 


GR, 
A BRIEF and DISTINCT 


AN S W E R 


Dr WATERLAND: 


UERTER 


Relating to the 


DOCTRINE 


OF THE 


TRINITY. 
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1 
pP RE FACE. 


R Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine of 

the Trinity, is a Book drawn 

up in ſuch a Method, that (I think) 
there are but Two ways poſſible for 
Any man to write a juſt Anſwer to it. 
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The Firſt is, by ſhowing diſtinctly, 
that He has miſtaken and miſ- interpre- 
ted All, or at leaſt the Principal texts 
of Scripture, which he has cited. 


Now This Method: I 
has wholly neglected. And taking it 
tor granted, that the Metaphyſical Hy- 
potheſes or Opinions of the Fathers, are 
the Rule of Truth; and that from 

a 0 . thoſe 


The P RE FAC E. 
thoſe Hypotheſes ( though very dif. 


ferent from each other,) certain 


Conſequences follow according to the 


7 way of philoſophical Reaſon- 
„ (ſuch as the Fathers themſelves, 


choſe of the Three Fir 
leaſt, never thought of;) from hence 


he concludes, that the Senſe he con- | 


tends for, may and muſt (though he 
never ſhows how it poſſibly Can) be 
put upon the Texts of Scripture. 


The Other way of confuting Dr 
| Clarke, is by examining the Truth of 
Al or the Principal of his Propoſitions; 
and ſhowing either their Inconſiſtency 
with each other, or the Inſufficiency 


of the Grounds upon which they are | 


built. 


This Method alſo, Dr Waterlans 
has entirely omitted; and inſtead of 
attempting to refute Dr dis Propo- 
ſitions, he has only endeavoured to 
ſhow that the Dr has miſtaken or miſ- 

| tranſlated 
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Te P RE FACE 
jranſlated ſome few particular Paſlages 
of the Fathers. Which, ſuppoſing it 
were true in Many more Ine than 
Dr V. alleges, would not yet at all 
affect the Merits of the Cauſe. But 
as Ll am fully ſatisfied that the greateſt 
part even of Thoſe very Obſervations, 
are in Truth the Miſtakes of Dr V. 
himſelf, and will in due Time be di- 
ſtinctly ſhown to be ſuch; ſo I doubt 
not but Dr Clarke will always be very 
ready to acknowledge and to correct, 
upon every opportunity, all the nd 
Miſtakes he ſhall find himſelf to have 
been guilty of. 


In the mean time, 'tis a ſtrange 
way of refuting any Notion ; inſtead 
| of citing an Author's Principal Aſſerti- 
| ons in his Own TVords, to make onl 
general References to a few incidental 
Sentences ; and from thence, by ima- 
ginary Deductions, to make an Author 
ſay what he has not ſaid, and whatever 
lis en a Fanſtes and ſuppoſes and 
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E. 
imagines thas he muſt ſay or ſhould 
have ſaid; and thereupon to endea- 
er 0 fr Names of very uncertain 
Signification, but of certain Reproach, 
among careleſs and inconſiderate Rea- 
ders. In thus doing, Dr V. does not 
confute Dr Clarke, but his Own Ima- 
ginations, which "be ſets up in the 
Dr's place; whilſt he leaves almoſt all 
the moſt material Texts, and abſolutely 
every Propoſition in Dr Ci's Book, un- 
anſwered and indeed untouch d. 
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5 ON, 
A Brief WT Diſtinct ANSWER to 


D* Waterlaid's Qu ERIES Ge. 


TEXTS alleged „D W. to be compared. 


IC) am the Lord, and | 
there is none elſe; There 
is no 3 beſides me. 
Ia 4 

. 3 a God beſides 
(i) me? Yea, There is 
no God, I know not any, 
. 44. 8. 

103) am God, and 
mere 1s none like me; 
| Before me there was no 
God form'd, neither ſhall 
there be after me, I. 46.9. 


The Word was (4) 
God, 7oh. 1. 1. 

Thy Throne, O (5) 
God, Heb. 1. 8. 

Chriſt came, who 1s 
over all (6) God bleſſed 
for ever, Rom. 9. 5. 

Who being! in the Form 
(7) of God, Pbil. 2. 6. 

Who being the Bright- 
neſs (8) of his Glory, 
and the expreſs Image of 
his Perſon, Heb. I. 3 


B b Sar 


3 2 4 pam ts 


( 2 ) 


Notes on the Texts. 


(1) J Not my Being, Subſtance, or Eſſence ; but 1, uy 
Self, perſonally. And there is none elſe ; not only Nullun 
aliud, but, Nullus altus, | 

(2) Mz; perſonally. 

(3) 7; perſonally again. | = 

(4) God; who was with GOD, and by whom GOD made al 

things. He was with the One God, the Father, OF whon 


are all things; and he was himſelf the On? Lord, b 


whom are all things, 1 Cor. 8, 6. 

T5) Thy Throne, O God, is for ever + For, ver. 9, God, even 
T HY God, hath anomted thze. ; 

(6) See Dr Cn Scripture-Dodſrine, pag. 75, 2d Edit. 


(7) Who berng n the Form of God, uu c N /i 70 


20 ion 349, yet did not afſums to himſelf to be [honoure!]| 


as, or like unto, God. 
(8:) The Bri-htn:{s of his Father's Glory, and the exfre/: 


lage of his Father's Perſon. 


QUERY 1. 


het her all other Beings, beſides the one St. 
* preme God, be not excluded by the Texts d 
« Iſaiah, (to which many more might be adde 
© nd conſequently, whether Chriſt can be C 


< at all, unleſs he be the ſame with the Sußrene 
n. b 
Anſw. HE word, [“ Beings,” in This Cue 

> ry, is a great and-plain Abuſe of all 
the Texts referred to. For the Texts of Tail, 
do all of them, not expreſsly, ſpeak of a Perſon, 


and not of a BEING as diſtinguiſhed from a 1+ 


R. 


leu. {See the Letter ro the late Reverend 1 


M. p. 

other 

exclud 
ſpeaks, 
tis evi 
be une 
Pe/fecl 
bimſelf 
Any. If 
* God 
* God - 
done rig 
time it 
He who 
abſolute! 
and inde 
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C39 


M. p. 132, Gc.] By thoſe Texts therefore, all 
other Perſons as well as Beings, are expreſsly 
excluded from being what He, who there 
ſpeaks, declares himſelf Alone to be. From whence 
tis evident that the Texts in Iſaiab, muſt needs 
be underſtood of Him only, who Alone has all 
Perfeftions and all Dominion abſolutely in and of 
himſelf, original, underived, and independent on 
Any. To ask therefore, - whether Chriſt CAN be 
* God at all, unleſs he be the ſame with the ſupreme 
„God; is to ask, whether the Scripture has 


done rightly in ſtyling him God, when at the ſame 


time it is on all hands confeſſed, that he is not 
He who alone has all PexfeFions and all Dominion 
abſolutely in and of himſelf, original, underived, 
and independent on Any; that is, that he is not 
The Firſt Cauſe, The One God, OF whom are all 
things, 1 Cor. 8, 6, but that he is the Son of 
That God and Father of all, 


Iſhet her the Texts of the New Teſtament (in the 


© ſecond Column) ds not (hew that He (Chriſt) 
is not excluded, and therefore nuſt be the 
* ſame God? 


PRE New Teſtament expreſsly de- 
ns clares, that the On? God, of whom 
e all Things, is the Father, 1 Cor. 8, 6; even 
tle who alone has all Perfe&ions, and all Domi- 
Wn abſolutely in and of himſelf, original, unde- 
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14 
Fived, and iudependent on Any And that Chriſt 
is not This Firſt Cauſe, This One God OF whim 
are all things, but the Lord | or God ] BY whon 
are all thi.gs, by whom the Father made all 
things. The Texts of the New Teſtament ” 
cited above by Dr. V. himſelf upon this Head, 
in the ſecond Column, do all of them plain- 


ly ſhew the ſame thing; As is evident in the 


Notes upon them. And the abſurdity of Thoſe, 
who underſtand the Apoſtle's Words, L To US 
there is but One God, the Father, of whom are all 


_ thimzs, ] net perſonally, but eſſentiall), as inclu- 


ding the Son likewiſe ; is learnedly and excellently 
expoſed by the judicious Biſhop Pearſon, in his 


Account of the like Words inthe firſt Article of 


the Creed, © In vain (ſays he) is That ww 
gar Diſtinction applied unto the Explication of 
„the Creed, whereby the Father is confidercd 
« both perſonally and efjentially ;,  perſonaly, 
ce as the firſt in the glorious Trinity, with 


« Relation and Oppoſition to the Son; /, 


e ſentially, as comprehending the whole Tri: 
« nity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Fot 
that the Son is not here comprehended in the 
Father, is evident, not only out of the origin 
or occaſion, but alſo from the very Letter ot 
& the Creed, which teaches us to believe in G14 
* ihe Father, and in His Son. For if the S 
were included in the Father, then were the vol 
« the Father of Himſelf. As therefore when 
„ ſay, 1 believe in Jeſus Chriſt his Son, I mul 
ce neceſſarily underſtand the Son of” that d 
1 . . 4 


(2 ) 
K ther, whom I mentioned in the firit Article; 
« ſo when I faid, I believe in God the Father, I 
& muſt as neceſſarily be underſtood of the Father 
« of Him, whom I call his Son in the ſecond 
0 1088 Peas ſon on the Creed, pag. 32. Edit. 
10 5 25 


QUE RF III. 


« Whether the Word (God) in Scripture, can 
i* reaſonably be ſuppos'd io carry an ambiguous. 
«* meaning, or be usd in a different Senſe, 

! © when applied to the Father anc Son, in t he 

: * ſame Scripture, and even in the ſameVerſe ? 


f (See Joh. 1. 1.) 


nn. THAT © rhe word ( God) in Serip- 
„ 2. 5 ture,” if © ſea in a es 
WM © $2», but yet does not © carry an ambigu- 
WM © ous Meaning ?, is moſt evident from This very 
Obſervation, that © it is applied to the Father 
and Son, in the ſame Scripture, and even in the 
N * ſame Jerſe. For God who was with God, evi- 
0 qently is not he God whom he was with. And the 
60 or Lord, (compare Job. 1, 1, and 1 Cor. 
9, 6,) by whom are all things, y whom the Fa- 
| ther made all things; evidently is not The Oue 
tl God, the Father, OF whom are all Things. Ihe 
Truth is: The Word, God, in its abſolute and 
= primary Senſe, ſignifies the Firſt Cauſe, even 
Him who Alone has all Perfections and all Domi- 
| on abſclutely in and of himſelf, original, unde- 
Bb 3 mid, 


— . — 6rꝗ᷑. .. —3 


(6) 
rid, and independent on Any. Otherwiſe it 
would follow, either that God ad not a Being 


of All PerfeRions : - or elſe that, to be the Firſt 
and Unoriginate Cauſe of all things, 1s no Per- 


fection. But now in Scripture, the ſame Word 
is ſometimes uſed in a different Senſe ; vis. to de. 


note him who is nt Himſelf the Firſt Cauſe, but 


by whom the Firſt Cauſe produced all Things. 


Dr. V. himſelf allows it, to be ſometimes ſo 
uſed ; and yet at the ſame time, by a ſtrange 
contradiction, contends that it is not uſed in aif- 


ferent Senſes. 


QUERY IV. 


5 Whether, ſuf poſing the . mY God 
to be no more than that of the Author and 
* Governor of the Univerſe, or whatever it 
« be, the admitting of Another to be Author 


8 


ee and Governor of the Univerſe, be not ad. 


„ mitting another God; contrary to the Texts 
“before cited from llalah; and alſo to Iſa, 
1 8.— 48, 11. where he declares, He 
N75 will not Hie his Glory to Another ? 


= 


Ares * 75 HE Notion which both Scripture 


and Reaſon gives us of God, is, not 
only that He is the © Author and Govether 0 


66 the Univerſe, * but that he 1 18 of Himſelf, by 


bis own original, underived, ſelf-ſufficient, 4 
Po Power, fry TEL Author ana Ee?) y 


the U 
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of All, 
« be 1 
nor wil 
would 
to ſay t 
are all 
made t! 
4 40 th 
ſumptu 
that thi 
contra 


— — 
8 +. 
- _——_ — 
re — 


G 

dle Univerſe, the Father (or Firſt Cauſe) of 
whom are all things, 1 Cor. 8, 6; the Father 
of All, who is above all, Epheſ. 4, 6, This © Glory 
* be will nor, he cannot, © give to Another; 
nor will he permit it to be given to another. This 
would be indeed “ admitting Another God. But 
to ſay that the admitting Another, Through whom 
are all Things; Another, 5y whom the Father 
made the Worlds; To ſay that this is “ contrary 
* ra the Texts before cited from Iſaiah, is pre- 
ſumptuouſly affirming in direct and expreſs words, 
that the Doctrine of St. 7ohn and St. Paul, 1s 
contrary to the Texts of Iſaiab. 
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QHEAY 


Whether Dr Clirke's pretence, that the Autho- 
« rity of Father and Son being One, tho they 
are two diſtin Beings, makes them not to be 
« rwwo Gods, As 2 King upon the Throne, and 
* his Son adminiſtring the Father's Govern- 
ment, are not two Kings; be not trifling and 
& inconſiſtent 2 For, if the King's Son be not 
4 King, he cannot truly be called King; if 
he is, then there are two Kings. So, if the 
© Son be nor God in the Scripture-Notion of 
“God, be cannot truly be called God, and 
* then how is the Doctor conſiſtent with Scrip- 
ture, or with himſelf 2 But if the Son be truly 
God, there are two Gods upon the Doctor's Hy- 

5 pot heſis, as plainly as that one and one are_ 
CE _ Bb 4 2 
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0 8 ) 7 
** two: and ſo all the Texts of Ifaiah cited a. 
* bove, beſides others, ſtand full and cla 
« againſt the Doctor's Notion. 5 


_eAnſw. TT Argument in this Query, is: 
Fe If a Son be not King in the very 
ſame ſenſe as his Father is, he cannot truly be ſti⸗ 
led King at all: If the Son of God be not God in 
the very Same Senſe as the Fatker is, (that is, ifhe 
has not All Perfedions and All Dominion ab ſoluteh 
in and of himſelf, original, underiv'd, and inde- 
pendent. on Any,) he cannot be God at all. But 
the Scripture, on the contrary, expreſsly diſti- 

_ guiſhes him from The God, of whom are all things; 
from the God who Alone is the original Author, 
Father, and Firſt Cauſe of all things; and never 
ſpeaks of him as having All PerfeFions and Il 
Dominion abſolutely in and of himſelf, orig ina, 
tunderived, aud independent on An. Let at the 


_. fame time it Truly and Fuſtly calls him ( whit 
Dr, V. ſays © be cannot in this caſe © Tri 


be called, ) Cod.“ Indeed, if “ be were not 
Gad in the Scripture-Notion of Gad, [in Thit 
Notion wherein the Scripture uſes the Word 


God, when it ſpeaks of the Son J © be could 


© not Truly be called, God.” But he is Truly call! 
.. God; And yet, without controverſy, he is not 
. Godin That Scripture-Notion of God, where 
iatthe Apoſtle defines The One God to be I 
Father (or Firſt Cauſe ) of whom are all thing. 
But (ſays Dr H.) „ if che Son be truly 01, 


E There are Two Gods upon the Doctor's Hypo 
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. fig, as plainly as that One and One are Two. 
Tanſwer. Though the Scripture calls Magiſtrates, 


Gods, in one ſenſe ; and Angels, Gods, in another 
ſenſe ; and Chriſt, God, in a third ſenſe, very 
different from Hotb the former, as being That 


Lord (1 Cor. 8, 6, ) or God (Joh. 1, 1, ) 
BY whom are all things; yet it is nevertheleſs in- 
fallibly true, that in the abſolute and higheſt ſenſe 
of the word God, as ſignifying the Firſt Cauſe, 


0 F whom are all things; as fignifying Him who 


Alone has All Perfect ions and all Dominion abſo- 


tutely in and of himſelh original, underived, and 
independent on Any; in This ſenſe (I ſay) there 


is ſtill» (as Sr. Paul aſſures us) but One God, 
even the Father, of whom are all things; the 


One God and Father of All, who is above all and 


through all and in us all. This is the Univerſal 
Voice of Nature and Reaſon : This is the expreſs 


and ſolemn Declaration of the Apoſtle: And 


This is the Anſwer our Saviour himfelf gave to 
the very fame Objection made to him by the 
Jews; Joh. x, 33, The Fews anſwered him, 
| ſaying, —— Thou, being a Man, makeſt thy ſelf 
God. Feſus anſwered them, Ts it not written in 
pour Law, I ſaid, Te are Gods? If be called Them 
Gods, unto whom the word of God came, 
and "the Seripture cannat be broken, Say ye 
of: Him whom the Father hath ſanified and 


ent into the World, Ibou bla ſpbemeſt, becauſe 
1 ſaid, I am the Son of God? But Dr Va- 


terland, in His Scheme, has taken No care to 


maintaiu the Unity of God in Any ſenſe what- 
MET e Ant? po Tn ſoever; 


„ 
ſoever; having contented himſelf to aſſert an 
Unity of Metaphyſical Subſtance, without Any 
Unity of God at all, For Iwo ſupreme intelli- 
gent Agents, Two ſupreme Perſons, * Real Per- 
PT. ſons, equally ſupreme 
*I certainly mean à Re- in all Operation, Power, 
& al Perſon, uf add, 9 0 and Dominion over the 
« each divine Fer ſonis an In- 11. ; | 
© ꝗipidua ] Intelligent Agent. pris one 5 e 
cc But. as ſubſifting in One LV! ed in me ap yuca 
* undivided Subſtance, they Subſtance ; are ſtill Two 
de are All together, in That Gods, Two Gods in Per- 
„„ - afro ſon, Treo ſupreme Cau- 
< ded Iiitelligent Agent. And 51 © Pp 5 
« THUS via, by affirming ſes and Lords of all 
Three individual Intelligent things, 46 7 plainly as 


Agents, to be but One undi- ,, : e ors 
vided * Intelligent Agent, ] 4 fs ap One 10 ws 
< my Friends ſtand clear of wo.” An now, 


« Tritheiſm, ” Defence of (if ſuch Expreſſions 
Tome Queries &c. P. 35% were of good Exam- 

5 ple, ) might I not here 
ask Dr V. in his own Words; Is it not © rrifling 
and inconſiſtent, ” in Him who'every-where 
aſſerta Two. Gods, ſupreme and really co· or- 
dinate in Dominion and Power, to pretend 
that he maintains the Unity of God, merely 
becauſe he ſuppoſes his Two Gods to be undt- 


vided in metaphyſical Subſtance > As if mere 


metaphiſical 'Sub/tance, abſtra& from all con- 


ſideration of Underſtanding, Will, Power, and 


Dominion, were the Scripture-Notion - of 


* 


Ts t 
Thou, 
ly, know 
all the C 


1Kngs 


L the! 
it; 
Jer. 17. 

I am 
am the | 
me there 
44; 6. 
(4) 
beginnin 
Rev. 1. 
Lord of 
6. 15. 

The m 
. 


Lord e 


(1) 


3 


—— 


TEXTS, k Proving an Unity of divine Attributes 
in Father and Son, applied 


Ts 1 the onë God. To the Son. 
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Thou, even Thou on-] He knew (1) all Men, 
ly, knoweſt the Hearts of. Foh. 2. 24. Thou 
all the Children of Men, knoweſt , ail Things, 
1 Kings 8. 39: 15 7oh. 16. 30. Which | 
knoweſt the Hearts of 

5 - fall Men, Ads 1. 24. 
I, the Lord, ſearch the | Tam he(2) that ſearch- 
ere: I try the Reins, ſeth the Reins and the 
Jer 17. 10. Heart, Rev. 2. 3. 

am the firſt, and 1] I am the (3) firſt, 
11 the laſt, and beſides ind I am the laſt, Rer. 
me there is no God, I/. 1. 17. 
44; Os 

I J) am A and a, the] 1 (4) am A and a, the 
beginning and the end, beginning and the end, 
Rev. 1. 8. Rev. 22. 13. 

King of Kings, and Lord (5) of Lords, 
Lord of Lords, x Tim. and King of Kings, Rev. 
b. 15. 17, 14. 19, 16. 

The mighty God, Jai. The (6) mighty God, 
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10. 2x, Lſa. 9. 6. 
He is (7) Lord of al, 
Afﬀs I Os 36. 
Lord over all, Rom.| Over all, (8) God 
10 12 ſbleſſed, &c. Rom. 9. 5. 


N. ores 


N 11 * 13 b 


6129 
Notes on the Texts, 


„ 11 (2) dee Dr. C!'s 
Pag · 290, and 294, 


(3) (4) Had Doctor V. cited theſe Texts entire, the den 


_ 'of them would have been evident. The words ſpaken of the 
FATHER, are Theſe, Rev. 1, 8, I am Alpha and One 
a, the Beginning and the End, ſaith the Lord, [ in ſeven 

7458 eO 5 debe, the Lord God, ] which is, and which wa; 


and which ts to come, | the perſonal and diſtinguiſhing cha- 


' Fader of the Ether, ver. 1; ] the Almighty, [ Gr. 5 ga. 
Tone we, the ſupreme Lord over All.] The words ſpoken 
of the SON, are Theſe, Rev. I, II, I am Alpha and Ons 
a, the Firft and the Laſt, L But the Words are not founl 
In moſt ef the Greek MSS. ] Rev. 1; 17, 18, lam the Firf 


And the Laſt; 1am Hz that Liueth and was Dead, and be 


Bold I am alive {or epv:rmore. Rev. 2, 8, Theſe thin 
faith ths Firft and the Laſt, wh ch was Dead, and is Aln:: 
Theſe explicatory Texts Dr W. quite omits.) Rev, 3, 14, 
Ne Beginning | or lead, *exm, } of the Creation of Cul, 
Rev. 22; 13, 16, J am Alpha and Omega, the Beginning 
end the End, the Firſt and the Laſt ; — — 
Not and the Offspring” [ 1 eic a 9 78 7e ] of Da- 
vid and th: bright ani morning-Star. Compare Heb. 1, 
hs 75 Author and Finiſber, ¶ egxn39v x νν¼ i,] of our 
Faith. 3550 
* (5) Rev. 19; 15, 15. H treadeth the Wine-preſ's of the 
Ferceneſs ond wrath | T4 O, TleavTorgdToO- J of A 
mighty God; And he hath on his Veſturs, and on his Lis 
à Nan written, Ning of Kings and Lord of Lords. 
(6) The true Senſe of the word in this place, is evident 
from the Context. See Dr CIs Script. Doctr. pag. 33h 
A N Fg | 
/) He is Lord of all. Both of Fews and Gentile: 
As appears from the Context, Ver. 34 and 35. 
7: 35 8) See Dr Cs Scripture-Doctrinè, pag. 75. Al 
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QUERY VL 
© JF herber the ſame CharaFeriſticks, eſpecially 


Ml *© ſuch eminent ones, can reaſonably be underſtood 
| « of two diſtin Beings ;, and of one Infinite and 
f an Independent, the other Dependent and Finite 2 
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Anſw. (I.) IF the Characters being the Same 
ie ] and ſo Eminent, be a Reaſon why 
they cannot be underſtood of Two; they 
can mo more be underſtood of Two diſtinck 
"W Perſons, than of Two diſtin& Beings. Be- 
cauſe, being all of them Perſonal Characters; 
when they are underſtood of One, they are un- 
derſtood, not of the Being, but of the Perſon. 
But, (2.) They are indeed none of them the 
Same: Becauſe Powers derived and underivedare 
no more the Same, than the Perſons are, to whom 
"MW they reſpectively belong. (3.) As to the invi- 
dious inſinuation couched under the words, finite 
and infinite; the Anſwer is plain. If by the 
word, infinite, be meant infinite in ALL Perfe- 
Glons, then Dr Waterland, by denying the Son 
do have Al Perfections and All Dominion abſo- 
lurely in and of bimſelf, original, under ived, and 
independent on Any, either himſelf denies the Son 
of God to be infinite, in the ſame ſenſe where- 
in he charges Dr Clarke with denying him to be 
ſo; or elſe he muſt maintain, that This Prime, 
this Greateſt, and perhaps only incommunicable 
57 ales | OL. Perfefdion 


LY 
Perfection of the Firſt Cauſe, is No PerfeGimn 
at all. 


A V.. 


& Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Eter- 
e nity are not one and the ſame with the Son's; 


ce being alike deſcrib'd, and in the ſame phraſes ? 


Anſw.F 7 Nowledge and Duration derived from 
Jo Another, however unlimited, are 
neither © One and the Same with Underived : 
Nor can they be in All Reſpects “ alike deſcribed, 
* and in | All] che ſame Phraſes.” For, to be 


in ſom? Reſpects © alike deſcribed, and in [Some 


of ] © rhe ſame Phraſes; is common to Many 
things with many things. This therefore is a 
NQuibble, unworthy indeed of a Scholar. 


QUERY. VIII. 


* Whether (1) Eternity does not imply neceſſary 
_ © Exiſtence of rhe Son; which ig inconſiſtent 
_ © with the Doctor's Scheme? And whether 

« the Doctor has not made an eluſive equivo- 

* cating Anſver to the Objection, fince the Son 
© may be (2) @ neceſlary Emanation from the 
Father, by the Will and Power of the Father, 
* Without any Contradifion 2 Will (30 7s one 
thing, and Arbitary Will another. 
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can 
Anfw. ( 1 of Duration, how unlimi- 


ted ſoever, either a parte poſt or apar- 
te ante, in a perſon begotten by the Power and Will 
of Him that begat, does not imply Neceſſary Ex. 


iſtence. And *tis a great Preſumption to affirm, 


that, what the Scripture always expreſſes by a 
word denoting an Af, may as well + Begetting. 
be expreſſed by a * word denoting * Neceſſary 
not an AF. As to Antiquity; The Emanation. 
Doctrine of Neceſſary Emanations, ſprung from 
the Notions of Falentinus, Ceriuthus, Manes, 
Montanus, &c. But in oppoſition to the numer- 
ous Paſſages cited by DrClarke, wherein the Fa- 
thers expreſsly affirm the Son to be begotten by 
the Power and Will of the Father; *tis obſervable, 
Dr Waterland has not been able to produce ſo much 
as ONE fingle Paſſage out of any One Ante-N- 
' cene Father, wherein the Son is afttirmed to have 
emaned or been emitted by Neceſſity of Nature. 
Even They who ſuppoſed him, in an unintelligi- 
ble manner, to have been the internal Reaſon or 
Wiſdom of the Father, before his Generation; 
{till ſuppoſe him to have been Generated into 
a real perſon by the Power and Will of the Fa- 
ther. And They who compared his Generation, 
to the Sun's ſending forth his Rays of Light, or 
to One Fire lighting Another; yet All of them 
ſuppoſe, and Some of them expreſsly diſtinguiſh 
in this Similitude, that whereas the Sn emns 
his Light, and one Fire lights Another, by 
Neceffity of Nature; the Father begat the Son 5 
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C 16 ) | 
his Power and Will, See Dr Clarke's Scripturt 
Doctrine, Part II, F 17. F 

(2) © A Nereſſar) Emanation from the Fat ber, 
& by the Will and Power of the Father; is an 
expreſs contradiction. Becauſe Nece//ity, in its 
very Notion, excludes all operation of Will and 
Power, though it may be conſiſtent with Appro- 
bation, Whatever is by Neæceſſity of Nature, can- 
not, without the higheſt Abſurdity, be ſaid to 
be [Bua, Bund, Bun fees, dds] By any one's Will 
und Power; though it may well be 4greeadle and 
Pleaſing to him. A Neceſſary Emanation from 
tbe Father, can no more be ſaid to be Begotten 9 
the Father, to be Begocten by his Power and Mill; 
than the Father can be ſaid to have %2porren, or 
given Being to himſelf, or to bis own Reaſon or 
Underſtanding. On the contrary, Such an Ema- 
nation, and the Eſſence from which it emanes, would 
Both be as equally ſelf- exiſtent, as tis equally n- 
reſſary for God to be an Intelligent Being, and to 
Be at all. Whatever neceſſarily and eſſentially be. 
longs to That which is ſelf-exiſtent, is it ſelf 
Self- exiſtent, as being indeed only the very ſame 
thing apprehended under a partial conſideration. 

* God” (as this matter has been expreſſed in the 
Letter to the Author of the True Scripture- Dodtrins, 
ec. pag. 267,) is neceſſarily Omnnipreſens and 
Eternal; doubtleſs, not without | much leſs a- 


gainſt] & bis own Liking and Approbation: But was 
ever any Man therefore ſo abſurd, as to ſay that 
& he was Omnipreſent and Eternal BT bis Will? 
He is likewiſe by Neceſlity of Nature, Wiſz 


« and Good); that is, he always neceſſarily 2 
* | 4 an 
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and Enows What is right, and approves what is 
« good; And in all this, his Will is no way con- 
« cerned: But whenever he A#s, whenever he 


ce Does any thing, then tis O by Neceſjity of 


« Nature, but by the Charice of bis Will,” The 
contrary Suppoſition, is, in the truth of things, 
making him No Agent at all; "Tis deveſting him 
(as Mr Hobbs has done) of the Prime Glory 
of all his Attributes. : 4 

| G3) But ( fays Dr Waterland ) < Vill is One 
thing, and Arbitrary Will another. I anſwer. 
This is one of the greateſt and moſt unreaſonable 
Abuſe. of words, that I have ever met with in 
Any Writer. For the only true difference be- 
tween Will and Arbitrary Will, is, that Arbitrary 
Will fignifies Willing a thing unreaſonably, and 
without an) juſt Cauſe. But to make Arbitrary 
Will ſignify barely the Choice or Free AF of the 
Will, and to make Mill ſignify mere Approbation 
without Any Choice or Act of the Mill at all; 
is taking away all Senſe from words. For, at 
This rate, a Man's Heart may be ſaid to beat by 


| the Will and Power of the Man, though his Will 


and Power have no influence at all upon it. And 
the Stun may be ſaid, in the ſame ſenſe, to riſe and 
ſet by the Will of Man, that is, with his good 
Liking and Approbation. And a Balance, if it 
could feel itſelf Neæceſſarily turned by a Supetiour 
Weight in One scale, might juſtly be ſaid to 
Turn itſelf by its Will and Power, If this be not 
indeed in the higheſt degree (to uſe Dr. Water- 

„ 3  land's 
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land's phraſe). © eluſive and equiuocating, ti 
hard to ſay What is. 


8 


QUERY Ix. 


e Whether the divine Atiributes, Omniſcience, 
“% Ubiquity, &c. thoſe individual Attributes, can 
&« be communicated without the divine Eſence, 


from which they are inſeparable 2 


Anſw. I Ndividual Attributes can neither be 

I communicated with nor without the 
Eſſence; becauſe communication of an Individual, 
without the Communicator's parting with it, is 


ſuppoſing. it to be not an Individual; and is con · 


ſequently a contradiQtion in Terms. 


QUERY 


C 1 


QUERY 


E Whether, if they (the Attributes belonging to 
8 Son) be not Individually the ſame, they 
-& can be any thing more than faint Reſemblai- 
ces of them, differing from them 4s Finite 
from Infinite; and then in what Senſe, ur 

i: rozth what Truth can the Doctor pretend 
4 that all divine Powers, except abſolute Su- 
e premacy and Independency, are conmni- 
* cated to the Son? And whether every Being, 
« befides the one Supreme Being, mui? not nes 
e Ceſſarily be 4 Creature and Finite; and 
© whether all divine Powers can be communi« 
c cated to @ Creature, Infinite Perfection to 


« a Finite Being ? 


u. HE Gyetion is not, what the At- 

0 tributes belonging to the Son, Can, 
or Cannat be, according to Our Fancies in Phi- 
oſophy ; but what the Scripture ſays they Are. 
And the Scripture ſays they are, not“ faint 
* Reſemblances,” but an Expreſs Image. That 
they are not © Iidiuiaually the fame” with the 
Attributes of the Father, appears evidently in 


the Anſwer to the foregoing Query; and alfo 
irom hence, that the Oe are Derived, the 


Uther Underived: Both of which, one and the 
ame F individual” cannor be: 


Cc 2 The 


(48) 
The Anſwer to the following part of This 
Query, depends upon the Signification in which 
the Terms, Finite, Infinite, and Creature, are 


uſed. 

As to the Terms, finite and infinite; ſee 3} 
above, the Anſwer to Query VI. n Te 
4s to the Term, Creature; If thereby He Y © © 
means Whatever is ot Selfexiſtent and Unori- | 0 
ginate, then tis manifeſt that even Dr Mater. 
land himſelf makes the Son [the Perſon of the be 
Son | of God to be a Creature, and muft needs | by 
himſelf fall under his Ows Cenſure of Arianiſm. | $6 
But if the Word, Creature, be underftood to | 

mean That only which is made out of Nothing; 

then the Aniwer depends upon Another Query, | 5 
viz. whether Any Thing or Perſon can be de- F 
rived Ci 7; dias 73 rale] from the Self-exiſtent | 
Subſtance. If it can; as Dr Waterland makes Tl 
no doubt but it can, and Who dares affirm it art L 
cannot? (tor, to be From Nothing, and. Frov haſt i 


the Self-exiſtent Subſtance, are Both of them MW Heav 
equally beyond Our Conception, and Nether with : 


of them ever expreſsly mentioned in Scripture;; Earth 

then, *tis evident, a Perſon who is ot a Crea- that 

ture, may yet not be he One Supreme Being“  Neh. c 
For None can be Supreme, but He who has MW In 

All Perfettions and all Dominion abſolutely'in WF God c 

and of himſelf, original, underived, and ind: _ a 

** Cen. 1 


pendent on Any. 
5 QUERT| 


E 


AU 
Mpether if the Doctor means by divine Pov. 


„ers, Powers given by God (in the ſame Senſe 


' © 25 Angelical Powers are divine Powers) 
% only in a higher Degree than are given to 
„ 'other Beings; it be not equivocating and 
« ſaying nething : Nothing that can come up 
« ta the Senſe of thoſe Texts before cited, or 
* tq theſe following ? 


Applied 
To the one God. To God the Son. 


Thou, even Thou, All things were made 
art Lord alone; Thou | by him, Job, 1. 3. By 
haſt made Heaven, the | him were all things 
Heaven of Heavens, Created; He is before 
with all their Hoſt, the all things, and by him 
Earth, and all things | all things Conſiſt, Co- 
that are therein, Oc. of. 1. 16, 17. 
Neh. 9. 6. | Thou, Lord, 1a the 
In the Beginning, | Beginning, haſt laid 
God created the Hea- | the Foundation of the 
vens and the Earth, | Earth; and the Hea- 
Gen. 1. 1. vens are the Work of 
thy Hands, Heb. x. 10. 
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eAnfWw. HE © Divine Powers gives” to the 

Son, are not at all of“ the ſame” 
kind, or © ozly in a higher Degree” than“ Au- 
« gelical Powers”; but totally of a different 
kind. For to the Sau is committed Atl Tung- 


ment, Joh. 5, 22 But to Angels is committed 


No degree of the Power of Judgment at all. 

Io affirm that the Powers committed to the 
Son, are the very ſame as His who has nothing 
Eommitted to him, but has 4i} Perfections and 
All Dominion al ſolutely in and of Himſelf, ori- 
ginal, underived, aud independent on Aiy : this 


is certainly © equivocating, and ſaying Nothing; 
and alſo directly contrary to the Senſe of all the 


Texts referred to. For the Powers of the Son, 
are all there ſpoken of as committed to him from 
the Father. And when 'tis affirmed that 400 
things were mad by for throagh} Him, and that 


| by [ or 73.0 Din Twere all tDINGS Cr eated, and that 


He laid the foundation of the earth, and the 
like; the Sacred Writers in the fulleſt and moſt 
expreſs Words declare their Meaning to be, that 
God created all things by {or through) Him, 


QUERY XII. 
e 1hether the. Creator of all Things. WAS noi 


4 himſelf Uncreated; and therefore could not 
te heiß en Ber, made out of nothing ? 


Ali 


Anſw. 
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Arſw. THIS Query is moſt captionfly and 

unfairly worded. For This phraſe 
[4 The Creator of all things,] when uſed in 
this manner abſolutely and by way of Eminence, 
without any other diſcriminative character an- 
nexed, and without Any perſon mentioned be- 
fore, Alwaies means the Father, (or Fire Cauſe,) 
OF whom are all things; and never the Son, BY 
whom the Father made all things. 

But underſtanding it of the $97, as the Que- 
riſk here with too artificial Confuſedneſs does; 
tis manifeſt indeed, that He by whom God creas 
ted all things, cannot be included in the all 
things which God created by Him. But How 
and in what manner he himſelf derived his Be- 
ing from the Father, cannot be at all collected 
from hence. Taking it for granted that he was, 
not [ZE 2% Sh] out of Nothing, but [is Tis tlas 
rede] from the Subſtance of the Father, this 
ates not in the leaſt the Truth of Au One of 
Dr Clarke's Propoſitions; For they are not 
built upon any Hypotheſis at all, about Meta- 
phyſical Subſtauce; and He has contended only 
br adhering to Scriptvre in theſe matters, and 
not mixing Philoſophy with Revelation, See be- 
ow, the Auſtoc F to Query XVIII. 
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: QUEKR'Y Lu. 


& Whether there can be any Middle bet ween being 
made out of nothing, and out of ſomething; 


that is, between being out of nothing, and | 
% out of the Fathers Subſ/ance ; between be- 


ing eſſentially God, and being a Creature? 
Mßether, conſequently, the don muſt not be 
** either eſſentialſy God, or elſe a Creature? 


- * 


AL (And yer there are Many Dzlem- 
nas in Metaphyſicks and Phyſicks and in The- 
ology roo, wherein it may be very preſumptu- 
ous, and perhaps ſometimes irreligious, to un- 
dertake to determine abſolutely which part of 
the dilemma is the Truth. *Tis, however, un- 
i doubtedly certain that there is No Middle) & be. 
& tween being made out of Nothing, and out 6 
Something.“ But“ being out of Nothing, and 
c out of the Father's Sultance,” are Both ol 
them very different from being Selex iſten. 
The latter part of This Query therefore, | 
merely caftious. For whereas the phraſe 
e being eſſentially God, ſignifies, in its naturi 
and proper ſenſe, having All Peifections au 
A Dominion abſolutely in and of himſelf, 0 
Zinal, underived, and independent on Any; it b 
ia This Query, made uſe of to ſignify only 
being derrved in an ineffable manner from th 


aufe. | | 'Ndoubtedly there is 2% © Middle,” 


L o 


7 '» Subſian ae 8 Y | 


ſerte 
it inf 
teach 
ſired 
Mill 
or th 
Fath. 
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Tree. 
phers 


Time 
kits, 


Out o 


& ( 25 ) 
Subſtance of the Father. Which as it is a Spe- 
culation no where affirmed or denied in Scrip- 
ture, ſo neither has Dr Clarke any where deni- 
cd but that it may be a Metaphyfical Truth. 

8 And none of thoſe Primitive Fathers who aſ- 

ſerted That Doctrine, did at all imagine that 

it inferred Supremacy. As is evident from their 
teaching at the ſame time, that the Son mini- 

2 /ired in all things, from the Beginning, to the 

& ill of the Father; and that he was begotten 

of the Father by the Power and Will of the 

Father; and comparing him (with allowance 
Always for the difference between voluntary 
and eceſſar) Agents) to a Beam from the Sun, 
a" River from a Fountain, a "Branch from a 
Tree, They who know how Many Philoſo- 
phers, (according to the Hypotheſes of the 

Times they lived in,) ſuppoſed all celeſtial Spi- 

rits, and even Humauè Souls, to have been, not 

out of Nothing, but out of the Subſtance of 
God; will not wonder at Any the higheſt 
Expreſſions of this kind, concerning the Oahy- 
begotten Son of God. „ 

As to the Term, Creature, made uſe of in 

Ke: Query; See above, the eAzſwer to Que- 
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QUERY XIV. 


« Mhether Dr Clarke, who every where denics the 
« Conſubſtantiality of the Son as abſurd and 
“ contraditiory, does not, of Conſequence, af. 


< firm the Son to be a Creature, & dn mw, and 


« fo fall under bis own cenſure, and is Self- 
« condemn'd 2 | 


Anſw. PON this Query, *tis to be obſer. 

l ved, (:/t.) That *tis very unjuſt in 
Dr to charge Dr Cl. 
I quence,” which Dr W. indeed, according to 
His Own Notions in Philoſophy, imagines to 
follow from Dr CPs Principles; but which, ac- 
cording to Dr C!'s Notions in Philoſophy, docs 
not follow at all. For Dr. Cl. is not obliged 
(1 think) by any juſt Conſequence from any 
thing he has laid down in Explication of All 
the Texts in the New Teſtiment, to enter into 
Any metaphyſical Hypotheſis concerning the 
Manner of the.Sons Generation. And accord- 
ingly He conſtantly blames thoſe, as being pre- 
ſum̃ptuouſly wiſe above what is written, (Script. 
Do@r. Part II, Prop. XIII and AJ,) who 
have at any Time taken upon them to affirm 
(what they could not potlibly know,) that the 
don of God Was 25 5% Gy rwy | made out of No- 
thing. (2.) is mere captiouſneſs in Dr V. 
to uſe here the Term, © HE Conſiib ſtantiali- 


2 


"I = 


with a © Conſe- 


ty, 20 Y 
Confubſt: 
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| dee the 
3% 135, 
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40, 274, 


„„ 

% *? without at all expreſſing which Sort of 
Conſubſtantiality he means, though he knows 
the word has very different Meanings. For it 
ther denotes ſpecijick Conſubſtantiality ; which 
Dr V. diſclaims, becauſe 'tis introducing Two 
lf. exiſtent Subſtances : Or it ſignifies indivi- 
al Confubſtantiality | ravloznw,] which Dr 
Clarke has indeed denied, becauſe *tis direct * 
lubellianiſm, as well as © abſurd and + contradi- 
* Fory;,” (and yet even This, if it were 
granted to be poſſible, would not at all || affect 
the Truth of Dr Clarke's main Propoſitions.) 
Or elſe Laſtly it means only, (which is all that 
ny of the Ante Nicene Writers, or even the 
Council of Nice itſelf intended,) being de- 
ved in ſome ineffable Manner in tis vas | from 
be Subſtance of the Father; which Dr Clarks 
us, not only not © every where, but ng 


— 8 


"I 


* Certe Sabellius ipſe (ſays the learned Bp. Bull) min- 
am Fillum lubens dixiflet Patri 6yosmer, ſed potiùs 
ravſogomer. i. e. Aſſuredly Sabellius would never have 2 
h have called the Son conſubſtantial with the Fatber; but 
md rather haus ftiled them, of one and the ſame indivi- 
dual Subſtance. | | | | 

+ 2 aud NL iaund euro, ana Hege lie: One 
nd the ſame Thing is not conſubſtantial to itſelf, but One 
Thing is conſubſtantial to Another. Baſ. Epiſt. 300. 

See the Letter to the late Reverend: Mr. R. M. pag. 
3% 135, 179. And the Letter to the Author of the true 
Srpture-Dottrine &c. pag. 212, 220, 223, 225, 23 5 
. _ wohere, 
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where, denied but that it may be a metaphyſical 
Truth. (3.) Theſe words therefore, [“ Ds 
* Clarke every where denies the Conſubſtantia- 
 lity of the Son, ] are a palpable and diret 
Calumn). For as, in Scripture, this Conſubſtan- 
tiality ie nowhere either affirmed or denied; ſo 
Dr Clarke, contenting himſelf without being 
wife above what is written, has nowhere affirm! 


nſw. 
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juſtly 23 
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E Whether he alſo (t.) muſt not, of Conſt 


-» « tbe (4. ) Conſulſtantiality "be 


Anſwe 3 


p TOY ITT . FE nes 4 ASL AAAS Fs. 


(SS) 


Anſw. (I. TME Anſwer to the i part 

„of This Query, is the lame 
as That to the Query fore-going. It cannot be 
juſtly inferred, from any thing Dr Clarke has 
aſſerted ; that © he muſt, of Conſequence, affirm 
« of the Son, that there was a Time when he 
«* was not, or that he was made out of No- 
thing. I ſay, Neitlier of theſe can juſtly be in- 
ferred; becauſe there is nothing in Any of the 
Doctor's Aſſertions, but what holds cqually 
true, upon all (the poſſible) Hypotheſes con- 
cerning either the metaphyſical Subſtance or 
Eternity of the Son. The Father who begat, 
muſt, in Order of Nature, be prior to the Son 
who was begotten; and equally ſo, whether he 
„Legat him of his Own Subſtance, or not; whe- 
ther he begat him in Time, or from Eternity. 
Likewiſe the Son muſt be ſubordinate to the Fa- 
ther, (and the Scripture always ſpeaks of him 
as being ſo,) in real Order of Nature and Dig- 
nity, and not in mere poſition of words; what- 
ever be his metaphyſical Subſtance, and in what 
manner ſoever his perſon was generated of the 
Father, and how unlimited ſoever his paſt Du- 
ration be allowed to have ben. 
(a.) To affirm that the Son © bas been A- 
< ways wth” the Father: To affirm that the 
Scripture, in declaring the Son's Derivation 
fun the Father, never makes mention of Any 
Limitation of Time; but always ſuppoſes and 
forms him to have exiſted with the Father * 
1 . 77 e 
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the Beginning and before all Worlds: To affirn 
moreover whatever elſe the Scripture an 
where affirms concerning this Matter: And t. 
declare that They are juſily ta be blamed, whi 
taking upon them to be wife above what is writ 
ten, and intruding into things which they hav 
not ſeen, have preſumed to affirm thatthere wa 


a time when the Son was not, aud that he wal 


made out of Nothing : This is not an * equive- 


40 cating” in Dr Clarke. But for Dr Waterland 


On 


inexcuſable Preſumption. 


- . * 


all in Scripture;) is not “ var aud weak A. 


tempt,“ nor has any manner of difficulty in 
it. For 'tis only aabering to what is plainly 
revealed and commanded in Seripture, in Mat- 
1 5 ters 


to _ more, and that in Matters of Religi- 

en mul be wiſe (according to their ow 
Teveral Fancies in Conſequences of Philoſophy 
and Metaphyſicks) beyond what is written in 
Scripture; this is plainly an unwarrantable and 


*(3:) Though many and various opinions 
have had the name given them of “ Orthodox” | 
and © eArian;” yet in This Query I ſuppoſe 
Dr Waterlaud, by the *Orthodox,” means thoſe 
of his «w#z particular opinion; and by the Ar | 
aus, thoſe who affirm that there was @ time | 
twhen the Son was not, and that he was made 
ont of Nothing. Now © to pretend to a middle 
© way between” theſe two Opinions, (between | 
laying a Streſs, either with Dr Waterlazd on 
the one hand, or with the eAriazs on the other, | 
upon metaphyſical Notions Vw ee wat; as | 
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ters relating to the Worſhip of God; and for- 
bearing to build any thing, in points of practi- 
cal religion, upon metaphyſical Conſequences 
and Deductions; ſeeing it appears in fact, from 
the, Hiſtory of all Ages, that, according to 
mens difterent Notions and Hypotheſes 1a phi- 
bſophy, the DeduQtions ſo drawn will be very 
different from each other, and conſequently 
muſt of neceſſity always tend to perplex men in 
matters of practical religion. 
(4.) Concerning this Term, THE coxſub- 


bas — — — - 
— 
— 
— an 2 


mw > d 
— — 

— «Oe». 42s 8 
. = 0 q 
OY — — — — 4 * - 
vn _— — 3 — 
ow 
07-4 EK” 5 I —= 

* 22 * 


— 

2 ee 4 - K En 

_— >. — Ty — — aj 

Or OKC EEE ET Ie "1 AGEL ATE CLI. 


Y © /ntialit „ fee above, the Auſwer to Que- 
A XIV. And concerning the uſe of the word, 

' Þ efrians;, fee below, the eAnſwer to Que- 
A” XXX1. | 

SS Divine Warſhip due, 

1 To the One God. To Chrif. 


Thou ſhalt have no They worſhipped 
other Gods before (1) him, Lake 24. 25. 
me, Exod. 20. 3. | Let all the Angels 
3 3 of God (3) worſhip 
Thou ſhalt worſhip | him, Heb. x. 6. 5 
the Lord thy God, and | That all men ſhould 
(2) him only ſhalt thou | honour (4) the Son, 
ſerve, Matth..4. 10. | even as they honour 
4 ea | the Father, Jeb.'5. 23. 


Notes 
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Notes on the Texts. 


+> 


(1) (2) He does nor. fay, his Nature, Eſſence, or Sub. 
Hance; but himſelf, his Perſon, Him only, ſhalt thou 
ſerve. Conſequently, either theſe Texts muſt be under- 
ſtood of That Worſhip which is peculiar to, and incom- 

municable from, the Perſon of the Father; or elſe they 
will exclude the Father from all Right and Power of com- 
manding Any Worſhip to be paid to the perſon of the 

Son, in the capacity of a mediator, at all. See the Letter 
to the late Reverend Mr R. M. pag. 132, Oc. 8 

(3) The whole of this Text, is: When he bringeth in the 
frft-begotten into the world, he ſaith, And let all the 
Angels of God worſhip him: worſhip him, not as Su- 

preme, but by the Command of the Father. So it fol. 

- Jows, ver. g, Thou haſt loved righteouſneſs and hated 
iniquity ; Therefore God, even Thy God, hath anointed 
thee with the oil of gladneſs above thy fellows. 

(4) The” reaſon and ground of This Honour, is expreſch 
added by our Saviour in the words of the Text. The 
Father — hath committed all udgment unto the Son; 
that all men ſhould honour the Son, even as they honout 
the Father. | | 


* Whether by theſe (of the firſt Column) and the 


like Texts, Adoration and Worſhip be nat [0 
* appropriated to the one God, as to belong tt 
= him only? 


eAnſw. HE Worſhip of God is © by theſe 
| * and the like Texts” in ſuch exprels 
words © appropriated to the One Goa” PERSU- 

t NALLY; 
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NALLY ; not to his Sabſaance, Nature, of 
Hence, but Always to Him, to his Perſon 
only; that it cannot but be allowed to 
« belong to HIM only.” But the Worſhip 
of a Mediat our, the Worſhip due to Him 


to whom the Power of Judgment is cm- 
= by Another; is what can neither. 

* FUELS nor can poſſibly be paid 
at al 


to the One Supreme God. If there- 
bre tlieſe Texts præclude All Adorution, 


belides That which is æppropriated to the 
One Supreme God, they either præclude God 
from all Right of appointing any Mediatour 
at all, or at leaſt from all Right of com- 
manding / Any Adoration to be paid to the Me- 


liatour, in the, capdcity of a Mediarbur. For 


That is an Adoration, which. cannot poſſibly 1 


* 


be paid to the One Supreme God, This Que- 


iy therefore might very well have been urged 
by a Deiſt : But it comes very abſurdly from 
the pen of One who profeſſes to believe with 
St Paul, that as there 1 is Qne God, ſo there is 
alſo One Mediatour - and that God has com- 
manded, that at the. Name of Ffeſus eue 4 
Knee, ſrowld Lore, and that every Tongue ſhow! 

confeſs tha 7 ſus. Chrift is Lerd, to . Glory 
if God the Father ; and that unto Him that 


loved us, and waſhed us from our Sins in 


his. own Blood... and bath made ut Kings and 
8 unto God and 2 DO [ £7: 2 
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_ #w# aus, HIS God and Father; ] to Him 
ſhould be Glory and Dominion for ever and 
eber. 7 ed Sn 7: 


40 Whether, notwithſtanding, Worſhip and ad. 


ration be not equally dus 1 Chriſt 5 and 
* ® conſequently, whether it muſt not follow 
that he is the one God, and not (as the 
_ & Arians ſuppoſe ) a diflin® inferior Being? 


An io. HE very Texts referred to, evi- 
ü dently ſhow, that the Worſbip 


due to Chriſt, ought not to be confounded 


with That due to the Father { Becauſe the 
Worſhip given to Chriſt in all thoſe Texts, 
is in conſequence of his Reſiurrection and A, 

cenſion, Luke 24, 255 In conſequence of the 
Cummand of the Father, at his bringing in 
the firſt-begotten into the World, Heb. 1, 6; 
In conſequence of the Father's ſaying unto 
our Lord at his veſurrection, (as St Paul in- 
terprets it, AFs 13, 33; Heb. t, 5.) Thou 
art my Son, this day have I bepotten' thee, 
And in conſequence of the Father's having 
committed All Fudgment unto the Son, Joh. 5, 
1. at *Ghat Time ſorver this be ſuppoſed to 

ave been done. Were the Worſhip paid to 


Chris 


* 
*. 


(35) 

Chrift, the very ſame as That to the Father; 
it would “ follpm,” not only © that he is the 
One God, » (of the Subſtance of the One 
God, it ſhould rather have been faid,) in op- 
9 7 to any © diſtinct inferiour BEING,” 

t it would follow that he 1s That. Perſon, 
That Me, That Him, mentioned in the Texts. 
For none of the Texts ever ſpeak of a Being 
41 or Subſtance, (as Dr Waterland very unfairly 
repreſents them here, and in Query the Firſt ;) 
but they A and uniformly PER of 1 
2 WM Perſon. 
4s to the term, Arians, uſed i in this Que- 
[- * 3 ſee Bene the toe. to Query XF. 27 2 


p | 

d tl | 

e Le QU E RY XVIII. ? 

7 6 « Whether Warſbip and Adoration,” both fro 
eM Men and Angels, was not due to him, 


n 1 #6 before the comme nc ing of bis Mediatoria 
% Kingdom as be was their Creator — 
0 o e (See Col. 1. 16, 17.) And whe- 
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. tber that be not the ſame Title to Adora- 

uu © 7:on which God the Father bath, as Au- 
3% B e thor and Governor of the Univerſe, upon 
9 * the Doctor's own Principles ? i 
55 N 
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wbat Time ſoxver he was worſhipped either by To 
Angels or by Men; it was by the Command of 
the Father; who, when he- brought in the 
firſt-begotten into the World, ſaid, (whenſoever 5 
That be ſuppoſed to have been, ) Let all the 60 
Angels of God worſhip him. And This Wor- ww, 
ſhip of Chriſt, was to the Glory of God, the * 
Father: Whereas it cannot (I think, without 4 
Blaſphemy) be affirmed of the Father, that 7795 
He is of ever was worſhipped to the Glory of 14 
the Son. The Father's Worſhip therefore is 0 
both Primary. and Ultimate: And I am per- rx 
fuaded it cannot Truly be ſaid, that He To T0 
whom the Father has committed all Fudgment, 4 
Has © the SAME Title to Adoration”, as the c 


Father who committed all Tudgment to Him; c 
Or that He by whom God: created all things, IT, 
has, as Author and Governous of the Uni- 11 . 
© verſe, the SAME Title to Adoration, which AIG 
e God the Father hath” who creatzd all i» "by 
things by Him. And therefore *tis a mean 0 
thing, to confound tHe unlearned Reader 66 
here, with the Ambiguity of the Terms (ia 
„% Creator and Preſerver.” Nor 1s there Any Fb. « 
one inſtance in Scripture, of Worſhip paid to]; 
Chriſt in That capacity. ß. : An 
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QUERY Xx. 
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« Wi bether the Doctor back not. einen 2 very 


"x Pee Account of Joh. 5. 23. founding 
* the Honour due to the Son, on this only, 


5 that the Father hath committed all 


Judgment to the Son; when the true 


* Reaſon afſign'd by our Saviour, and illu- 


«traced by ſeveral Inſtances, ts, that the 


Son doth the fame things that the Fat her 


. dot h, hath the ſame Power and Authority 


oe 10 "of, doing what he will; and therefore has 


4 Title to as great Hondurs Reverence, 


3 and Regard, as the Father himſelf bath? 


And it it no Objection ro this, that the 


Con is there ſaid to do nothing of him- 


— 


” ** 


+. ſelf, or to have all given Him by the Fa- 
| 1 ther; fence it is own'd that the Father is 


© tbe Fountpin: of all, from whom the Son 
« «derives, in an ineff able: manner, his E, 


be ſence and Powers, J Hat 10 . one with 


\ * $6 hum, 2 1 * Ns . 4k i wh <a 4 . 
85 nſw 


cauſe he has founded the Honour due 10 the 
_ * Son” upon That, upon which Alone our 
Haiour himſelf has in the moſt expreſs words 


i IHE 8 Bodbo⸗ TR. IF hues. 2 par- 
tial Account of” this Text; Be- 


D d : * 


ꝓ— 
founded it. The © Son's doing the ſame 
“things that the Father doth,” (which Dr 
W. calls © the True reaſon. aſſigned by our 


Saviour, ) is not © the reaſon aſſigned by our 


_ ** Saviour,” tho' it is indeed a * rrue-reaſon,” 
as being of the ſame import with That which 
our Lord has aſſigned in the Text. For as 
the Son has Therefore all Power of Judgment. 


becauſe the Father has commited all Judg- 


ment unto him; ſo (if we will believe his 
own words,) he therefore does the ſame things 
- that the Father doth, becauſe the Father lo- 

verb the Son, umi ſhewerb bim all things that 
Bimſelf doth. But our Lord doth not ſay, 
that he © hath the SAME Power and Autho- 
« pity of doing what be wills,” as the Father 
hath ; Becauſe: Power or Authority original 
and derived, re not the SAME. Nor does 
-our Lord fay, that he © bas u Title to As 
+ Great Honour, Reverence, and Regard, as 
< rhe Fathep bimſelf\bath :” but that tis As 
Much mens Duty to honour the Son, 70 
whom the Fabber ba$ connnitted all Fudgment ; 
as to honour the Father, who has committed 


all Judgment unto him. Which are very dif- 


Ferent things. And tis extremely pleaſant 
in Dr W. to ſay, © is is no Objection to this, 
'* hat the Son is there ſaid to do nothing of 
5 Himſelf, on to have all given him by the Fa- 
* ther; ſince "tis OWNED that the Father > 


6399 
* the Fountain of all, from whom the Son de- 
„ 'rives, in an ineffable manner, his Efſence 
* and Powers, i as to be One with him.” *Tis 
very pleaſant (I fay) to allege, that an O6 
jection which overturns his whole Scheme, is 
Ng Objection, becauſe tis Owned. For let it 
but be conſtantly and uniformiy acknowledged, 
that the Farber is really, not in empty words 
only, © che Fountain of all; and that the 
“Son has all Given him by the Father;“ fo that 
the incommunicable Honour of the Fir# 
Cauſe and Supreme Author of all things, be 
preſerved entire: And the © mmeffable manner 
how ce the Son derives his Eſſence and Powers 
from him,” and is One with Him, 2 needs 
cauſe no Diſputes 


QUERY XX. 


+ Whither che Doctor need have Gral 300 
Texts, wide of the Purpoſe, to prove what 
TI no Body denies, namely, a Subordination, 
in ſome Senſe, of the Son to the Father; 

| 0 coula He have found but one plain Text 
A apgain# his Eternity or Conſubſtantiality, 
* rhe Points in queſtion 2 


= 


Dd 4 Anſw. 
* 


< 49 1 
Aube. Ta: E ae or C onfubſente 


lity* of the Son, are not in any 
manner the Pants in queſtion; 2? becauſe, of 
whatever Duration and of whatever Subſtance 
the Son be, (which are Metaphyſi . cal Queſti- 
one,) the Truth of no one of Dr Clarke's 
Propoſitions is thereby at all affected. The 
Truth of plain Scripture-Declarations, does 
not at all depend on the Truth or Erroneouſ- 
neſs of any metaphyſical hypotheſes made by 
Writers who lived in Ages after the Apoſtles. 
The 300 Texts therefore, are by no means 
& wide of the purpoſe; becauſe they All 
prove, what they were brought to prove; 
namely, a Subordination, not in mere poſition 
or Order of Words, which in the Truth of 
things is a Co- ordination ; but they prove a 
real Subordination of the Son to the Father in 
point of Dominion and eAuthority, and eſta- 
bliſh a real Supremacy ＋ the Father over all, 
Which Dr Waterland, in direct oppoſition 15 
the Firſt Article of the Apoſtles: Creed, and 


to the whole Tenour of the New Teſtament, 
conſtantly weich, e 


SA 


QUERY 


(419 


Mpet her he be not forc'd to ſupply bis want 
( of- Scripture-Proof by Very . rain d and 
remote Inferences, and very uncertain 
Reaſonings from the Nature of a thing 
4 confeſſedly Obſcure and above Compre- 
« henfion; and yet not more ſo, than God's 

“ Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, or other 
Attributes, which yet we are obliged to 
< acknowledge for certain Traths? 


eAnſww. N= E of the Propoſitions on 
- which Dr Clarke lays any 
Streſs, are drawn. by mere © Reaſonings from 
“ the incomprehenſible Nature” of God, tho? 
I (I think) they are very agreeable to right 
' WW Reaſon: Neither are they drawn by any 
* ſirained and remote Inferences :” But they 
, are either the expreſs and literal declaration, 
or the immediate and obvious Reſult, of 
I fvany more 5 Texts in the New 
LTeſtament. Dr W's Scheme, on the con- 
trary, is founded wholly upon a particular 
explication of a philoſophical Notion of Con- 
ſubſtantiality, never mentioned in any One 
y Text of Scripture , whatever Metaphyſical 
Truth it may be ſuppoſed to have in it. 


As 


f 


As © God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, 


* and other Attributes, are Themſelves (not 


particular mens different philoſophical Ex. 


plications of the Manner of them) the Subject 
of our "Belief: So the Directions actually 
given in Scripture concerning the Worſhip 
of God, and of Chriſt, (not philoſophical 
ſences and the Metaplyſical reaſons of things, 
4 5 to be the CA our Practice. 575 
then there would ſoon be an End of all 
Difputes. | F 055 ws hn 92 # = 4 


* Whether bis (the Do&or's) whole Perform: 


« ance, whenever He differs from us, be 
& any thing more than a Repetition of thi 
OE eAſjertion, that Being and Perſon are 
< the ſame, or that there is no Medium 
* between Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm ? 
e which is removing the Cauſe from. Scrif- 
4 ture to natural Reaſon; not very conſil- 
. ently with the Title of his Book. 
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Conjectures concerning Subſtances and E/. 
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('43) 
Ane. R Clarke has no where affirm- 


ed or ſuppoſed, © that Being 
and Perſon are the ſame,” but that . 
gent Being, (or rather Intelligent Agent,) 
and Perſon, are the ſame. If Two or more 


nelligent Agents Can be the ſame Being, 


or ſubſiſt in the fame individual Subſtance, / 


(provided the Agents be not all of them 
Self = exiſtent as well as the Subſlance; 
which is manifeſt Pohtheiſm;) this will 
no way affect the Truth of Any of 
Dr Clarke's Propofitigns. ©... +. 1 


To inſiſt that words ought to have 
Some Meaning and Signification, is not 
* remaving the Cauſe from Scripture to 
natural Reaſon ,” but appealing from 
Ent buſiaſm to Scrifture and Reaſon in 


. 


ſonſunct ion. 


1 


* 


3 
Q UER Y XXIII. 
« Whether CG 7.0 the Dolo „ orten of the 


FTrinity be more clear and 8 than 


* 


the other ? 
The Difficulty (T.) in the Conception F the 
« Trinity, is, how Three TIE can be Ons 


4 Gan. . 
Does the Doctor der that every One of the 


we Perſons, Agb, is God? No. Does bi 


To K deny that God is One 8” No. 


How FR 


6 5 are I bree Ons. 


« Does one and the (2. ) ſame Authority, exer- 
e ciſed by all, male them one, numerical) 
10 individually one and the fame God? 


© That in hard to conceive, how three di- 


n ſtinct Beinza, 


according to the Doctor“ 


; Scheme, can be individually one God, chat 


( 


< ts, three Perſons one Perſon. 

F therefore one God neceſſarily Außer but 
* (3+) one Perſon, the Conſequence is irre- 
« {ftible; either that the Father is that 
« one Per ſon, and none elſe, which is 
« Jownright. Sabellianiſm ; | or that ibs 
&« three Perſons are three Gods, © 

Thus (as) the Dockor's Scheme is liable to 
* be ſame Difficulties with the other. 
There is indeed 5.) one eaſy way of comin 


1158 . and that is, by eying | that the Sm 


te and 


— 


(c 


te 


5 


41 


be 


ne 


1 


(c 


. 


> Fo 
and Holy-Spirit are neither of them God, 
« in the Scripture-ſenſe of the Word. But 


ev 


tc this ts cutting the Knot, inſtead of un- 
tying it; and is in effet to ſay, they 


« are not ſer forth as divine Perſons in 


« Seripture. 


Does the Communication of divine. Powers 
« and Attributes from Father to Son and 
« Holy-Spirit, make them one God, the Di- 


s wvinity of the two latter being the Fa. 


« ther's Divinity? Tet the ſame difficulty 


„ requrs: For either the Son and Holy- 


NY 


A 


C 


Ghoſt have (6.) diſtinct Attributes, and 
a dliſtind Divinity of their own, or they 
have not If they have, they are (upon 


* 


Q 


. cc tbe Doctor's Principles 2 diſtinct Gods 


ES 


9 


from the Father, and as much as Finite 
from Infinite, Creature from Creator; 
and then bow are they one ? If they have 


% not, then, ſince they have no other Divi- 


Ln 


c 


_ 


e nity, but that individual Divinity and 


„ thoſe Attributes which are inſeparable 
from the Father's Eſſence, they can have 
no diſtinct Eſſence from the Father's ; and 
“ ſo (according to the Dofor) will be one 
« and the ſame Perſon, that is, will be 
* Names only. . | 


c 


8 


— 


Q 


© (Whether this be not as (7) unintelligible as 


© the Orthodox Notion of the Trinity, and 


« liable to rhe like Difficulties : A communi- 
— | cation 
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ec cation of Divine Powers and Attributes, 


* without the Subſtance, being as hard to 
* conceive, nay, much harder than a con- 


& munication of Both Fogerver 2 


PTY 0 1 * 3 E 1 TOY Con, 


ception of the. Trinity 
Nh Fx not, cc bow 0 Perſon can be Ore, 
= God: „ For the Scripture no where ex- 
preſſes the Doctrine in thoſe Words ; and the 
Difficulty of underſtanding a Scripture-Do- 
Ctrine, "ought Not lurely to lie wholly upon 
words not found in Scripture, (Tis very 
ſtrange, that a Man of Dr W's Abilities, 
ſhould write a large Book, without ſo much 
as. knowing, or ever once being able to ex- 
preſs, what the True Queſtion is, which he 
undertook to write upon.) But the only Diff. 
culty in the Soripture- Declaration, concerning 
the Trinity, if it be indeed a Difficulty, is; 
bow and in what Senſe, conſiſtently with eve. 
7) chung that is affirmed in Scripture.concern- 
ing the Father and Son and Holy. Ghoſt, it 
is ſtill certainly and infallibly tr, Ce, What Sr. 
Paul expreſsly affirms, that To US, there is 
but One God, the Father, of whom are all 
Things ;. and one Lord, Jau Chriſt, 5 whom 


are all ching. 
- (a) 


(en 


) e Ons e lbs fant" Air lun ty brei. 


"fed by all, does not make them numeri- 
* rally or individually One and the Same 


% God.” But the One Authority which makes 


the Government of the Univerſe to be a Mo- 
narchy, being in the Father Original, in the 
Son Derivative; neceſſarily ſuppoſes Him, 
in whom that Supreme Power and Domi- 


nion is abſolutely Of and From Himſelf, 


briginal, underived, and independent on A- 
my; it neceſſarily (I fay ) ſuppoſes Him 


to be, by way of Eminence, what Sr Paul 


exprefsly ſtiles him, The One God, even 


the Father (or Firſt Cauſe, ) of whom 


are all things. © 1 
(3.) The word, God, being expreſſive, 


not of bare Sabſtance or Being, but of a Li- 


ving Agent; does therefore neceſſarily, in 
dae Ware of Language, and in Fact through 
the whole Scripture, always /gnify one Per- 
* ſon.” Yet neither does it “ zrrefiſtibly ® 
or at all follow, that the Father, and none 
«* elſe, is the One Perſon” always ſignified 
by That Word ; (becaufe in ſome few Places, 
the ſame word ſignifies alſo the One perſon of 
the Son.) Nor yet does it follow, that he 
* Three | Perſons. are Three Gods; Be- 
cauſe there is Vo Text of Scripture, where- 
in the word, God, denotes the Perfon of 
the Holy Ghoſt, Nor does the Son's being 

| | By ied 
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ſtiled by Sr John and. St Paul, the God (and 


the Lord) BY whom are all things; in any 


wiſe exclude the Father from being till alone 
the One God, (or Firſt Cauſe,) OF whom are 
all things. But according to Dr W's Scheme, 
the Three Perſons. are really and neceſſarily 
Three Gods. For three | 


(4. i — ih * See Dr Ma- 
CC Real Perſo 2, „ | ferland's Defenſe, 
each of them an individu- pag. 350. 


ce al intelligent Agent, and 


each of them equally ſupreme over All; 
are certainly T hree Gods. Nor will three “ in- 


« dividual intelligent Agents, ” by © ſubſiſting 
« in one undivided Subſtance, ” be © All toge- 
< ther,” in Any reſpe&, <* one undivided intel. 


s ligent Agent, (as Dr V. moſt abſurdly af- 
firms that they will z) but only One undivi- 


,, ee e 
Ca.) Dr Clarke's Scheme therefore, being 
_ eaſily expreſt in the very words of Scripture, 
and containing in it no Contradiction to Rea- 
ſon, is not“ liable to the ſame Difficulties 
« with” Dr Waterland's* For Dr W. never ſo 
much as once Attempts to expreſs His in Scrip- 
ture- words, (as a Scripture-Doctrinè, it were rea- 
ſonable to expect, might poſſibly ha ve been ex- 
preſt 3) And in his Own words, tis a Contra: 


diftion In the very Terms, if | * three , indivi- 
dual intelligent Agents being. One undi- 
. ; " & vided 


4 


(49) 


« vided intelligent Agent, „be a Contra- 
dition. 

(5. In Doctor Clarke's scheme, it © is 
indeed an eaſy Way of coming off from 
all Difticultles, to fay, not“ that the 
Son is not God in the Seriprure-Senſe of the 
& word ; but that, though he #s God in 


the Scripture-Senſe of the word God (or 


x {pas 7g BY whom are all 

things, yet he is nor God in 1 Ja 
the Scripture-Senſe of the vine „ 
word, One God, the (Firſt EP 


Cauſe, or) Father, OF whom are all things: 


This is “ untying the Knor, ” (if it be 
at all a Knot,) and not © cutting it. *Tis 
laying, both “ in efe#” and in expreſs 
words too, neither more nor leſs than what 
the Scripture has ſaid. 'Tis © ſerting forth the 
Divine Perſons, ” juſt as the Scripture it- 
ſelf has ſet them forth, 

( 6.) From what has been ſaid in the fore- 
zoing Paragraph, tis very plain bow it may be 
affirmed; that © the Son and Holy Ghoſt Have 
8 Ai tinłt Attributes and a diſtin Divinity 
* of their orten, and yet the Father is ſtill 
Alone The One God (or Firſt Cauſe,) OF 
whom are all things. But the Dilemma here 
put by Dr Vaterland, irreſiſtibly 1 


his Own Scheme. Either the Son and Holy 


* . Ns ft have diftinF Attributes, and a di- 
E e ws * fin 


— — — — 
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te flin& Divintty of t he ir Ou or they have 
“ not. If they have, they are Tnotwithſtand- 
ing any Unity of Subſtance}. * * dillin& Gods 

« from the Father; as much" ſo” (upon Dr W's 
Principles) *.as One Infinite Intelligent Agent 
from Another Infinite Intelligent Agent, as 
One Creator from Another Creator, as One 
Supreme Lord over all from Another Supreme 
Lord over - all; „And then hom are they 


1 18 Dr 15 85 dee ent 2] If they 
359. ave not, © then, fince they 
Hare no other Divinity, 
<< Frag: That individual Divinity and thoſe At- 
<6 tributes which are inſeparable,” not only 
% from. the Ejence,” bur from the Per ſon * 
« the Father: bey can haue, not only © 
: * diftin ES Nee, but no diſtinct Perſchn 
lity i from the Father's, they cannot be 
ee of them an individual 
intelligent Agent, as T 
| Dr W. affirms them to 
be J © and ſo will be one and the ſame 
& Perſon, mbar 7s, will be Names only.” 
Bur now 
Dr. 1 Notion, when rightly 
and fairly repreſented, has in it not only no- 
thing“ tenintelligille, * but (as I before obſer- 
ved) nothing © liable to ? any real © Diff 


" culties. ' For what Difficulty 18 there 
| in 


. 330 


6c One, pb | One * undivided 
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in apprehending © 2 Communication of all 
Thoſe © Divine Powers and Attributes, 
which the Scripture declares to be tommrunica- 
ted; without preſuming to make Any deter- 
mination concerning ſuch metaphyſical Noti- 
ons of Subſtance, as the Scripture never men- 
tions at all; and in Reaſoning about which, 
there always has been and cannot but be, a- 
mong ſpeculative Men, great Variety of Opi- 
nions? So that 'tis very wonderful, Dr V. 
ſhould - conſtantly ſo miſrepreſent the whole 
Queſtion, as to lay the main Streſs of the 
Argument ' perpetually, where the Scripture 
has laid no Streſs at all, and upon Points 
which (whatever Way they be determined) 
do in no wiſe affect the Truth of Any of 
Dr Clarke?s Propofitions. For though Dr 
Clarke does indeed ſuppoſe it to be Sabellian, 

and alſo impoſſible in it (elf, that the Son and 

Holy Spirit ſhould be (individually with the Fa- 

ther) the Selfexiſtent Being; yet if it Could 
bz proved that Perſons not Self-exiſtent, could 

be generated or proceed (Not only 2K Tis wolas 5 

=7g);, as the Council of Nice determined,) hut 

even in the Selfgexiſtent Subſtance itſelf, by 

the incomprehenſible Power and Will of Him 

who is The Alone Self-exiſtent Perſon; {till 

Dr Clazke*s Propofitions would remain All of 

them True and Untouched. | 
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* Whether Gal. 4. 8. may not be enough to 
determine the Diſpute betwixt us; ſince 
“it obliged the Doctor to confeſs that 
“ Chrid is by Nature truly God, as truly 
* as Man is by Nature truly Man. 

& He equivocates, there, indeed, as Uſual. 

„ For, he will have it to ſignify, that 
* Chrift is God by Nature, only as having 
&« by that Nature which. he derives from 
« the Father, true Divine Power and 
& Dominion: that is, he is truly God by 
« Mature, as having a Nature diſtinct 

from and inferior to God's, wanting the 


«moſt Eſfential Character of God, Self- | « 1 


4 exiſtence. What is this but trifling with <6 

. ords, and playing Fabi aud Looſe "© <« 
eAnfiw.' HE Son, © by that Nature which c 
| ' © he derives from the Father, 


. has True divine Power and Dominion ” 60 
That is to ſay, he is Truly and Really (as 6 
the Evange lit and the Apoſtle ſtiles him) 40 

| That God or That Lord (Joh. 17 3. and ; « 

1 Cor. 8, 6,) BY or Through whom are all ſl „ 
things. - But yet, (not being Self-exiſtent ; ! 
not being the Father and Hr Cauſe of all; 
not having his Perfections abſolutely of Him- 


fell 


5 

ſelf, original, underived, and independent on 
Any ;) he is not The Oze God, OF whom are 
all things. Whether the endeavouring to 


ridicule ſo expreſs a Scripture: diſtinction, 
calling it © Equzvocating,” and © Trifling 
+ with Words, and Playing fait and looſe ;” 


whether This, I ſay, be a Zeal according to 
Kznowliedge; and whether theſe Expreſſions 
(if decent) might not with far greater 
Juſtice be retorted upon Dr W's notion, of 
Selfexiſtence not being a Real and Eſſential 
Perfection of the God, from and of whom are 
all things; I leave to the Reader to judge. 


QUERY XXV. 


« Whether it be not clear from all the genuine 
Remains of Antiquity, that the Cat ho- 
lick Church before the Council of Nice, 
aud even from the beginning, did believe 
the Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son; if either the oldeſt Creeds, as in- 
te terpreted by thoſe that recite them; or 
& the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt Writers, 
or the publick Cenſures paſs'd upon He- 
« reticks, or particular Paſſages of the 
« Antienteſt Fathers, can amount to a 


W + Proof of a thing of this Nature: 
5 «ho 3 Auſuu. 


. 
b 


e Have already ſhown, that the 
wee queſtion concerning 
« the Eternity Conſubſtantiality of the 
c Fon, no way affects the Truth of Any 
of Dr Clarke's Propoſitions, - But here 1 
cannot but take notice, with what an un- 
reaſonable Preſumption This Query is word- 
ed. For None of © the oldeſt Creed, men- 
tion any ting of theſe Matters at all; and 
therefore Dr W. is forced to add, ** us inter- 
* preted by thoſe that recite them? And 
the moſt remarkable © Cenſures Paſſed upon 
& Rereticks” of old, were upon the Ebio- 
nites, who taught that Chriſt was a mere 
Man, in whom the Supreme God delt: and 
upon Cerizthus, who taught that the Son of 
God was not himſelf made man, but- only 
united to a Man: and upon the Valentinians 
and Manichees and Cataphrygians, from 
whom aroſe the Doctrine of Neceſſary Ema- 
nations and upon Savellins and Paul of 
ce ee taught (78 Tevlo#awy) the no- 
tion of Indwvidual 'Conſubſtantiality. And 
among the © Fathers” themſelves , there 
was great variety of opinion concerning theſe 
Matters: Some ſuppoſing that the Son Was 
originally [the 7. be the internal 
Reaſon of the Father; which is either ma- 
king him nothing but an Attribute, or ſup- 
poſing bim to have eternally exiſted only 
mental) 


En 


mentally or ideally in the Father: And ſo 


ö did all other things. Others ſuppoſed him 
to have really exiſted in the Father from 
F Eternity, but not to have been emitted as a 
perſon or diſtinct Agent, till the time of cre- 
T ating-'the material World. Others taught 
him to be a Part of the Father's Subſtance, 


. as a Branch is part of a Tree; and Others, 
- that he was -c9-1mmernſe with the Fathei's 
l Subſtance. All which Notions are the leſs 
- to be wondred at, conſidering how many 
1 Philoſophers (according to the ſeveral Hy po- 
} theſes Of the times they lived in,) imagined 
AH Spirits, and even Humane Souls, to be 
. produced, not out of Nothing, but out of 
the Divine Subſtance: From whence tis 
Fevident, that 20 mere Metaphyſical Specu- 
/ lations ought to be made the Ground of Re- 
s ligions Doctrines and Practices. However, 
1 One thing is clear from All Antiquity, (and 
- Dr W. has not been able to allege a9 One 
f | paſſage from any Azte-Nicene Writer to the 
- contrary ;) that They who believed che Son 


4 to have been Always with the Father, as a 
© real Perſon; and to have been, not out of 
e MW Nothing, but out of the Father's Subſtance ; 
s did All of them uniformly ſo explain ir, as 
1 to aſſert with great diſtinctneſs, that they 


- I - believed him to have been, not Sefexiſting 
j- with the Approbation of the Father, (which 
if £232.25 WS? 3 104 
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zs Dr Hos notion, ) but Begotten BY the Power 


and BI the Will of the Father; and conſtant- 
iy obſerved That diſtinction, in their Rea- 
lonings, and in their. Worſhip. See Dr 
Clarke's Scripture-Dotirine, Part II. 5 19. 
Sec alſo above, the Anſwer to Query VIII. 


QUERY XXVI. 


* Whether the Doctor did not equivocate or 


pre varicatè ſtrangely in ſaying, The Ge- 
© nerality of Writers before the Council 
* of Nice, were, in the whole, clearly 
** on his ide: ohen it is manifeſt, they 
* were, in the general, no farther on his 
ide, than the allowing a Subordination 
* amounts to; no farther than our own 
Church is on his fide; while in the main 
&« Points of Difference, the Eternity and 
* Conſubltantiality, they are clearly a- 
* gainſt him? That is, they were on bi 
ide, [6 far as we ackuowledge bim to be 
& right, but no farther. : | 


- Aw. MR Clarke did neither © equive- 

1/1 16 * cate” nor © prevaricate,” but 
1 affirmed a manifeſt Truth, “in ſaying, The 
þ « Generality of Writers before the Council of 
« Nice, were, in the Whole, clearly on his 
4 ide: Becauſe they generally agree with 
him (as is evident from his numerous Cita- 
tions,) in all the Points laid down in his 
Propoſitions. The © Eternity and Conſub- 


* « ftantiality,” are neither ©* the main” (nor 
2 at all, the) “ points of difference ;” becauſe, 
il in what manner ſoever thoſe points be deter- 
y WY mined, his Propoſitions are all nevertheleſs 
ey equally true. All that the Doctor contends 
is for, is, that the Szpremacy of him whom 
n the Apoſtle ſtiles the Oze God and Father of 
„all, who is Above all; ſhould uniformly and 
in conſtantly be ſo acknowledged, according to 


1d the Scriptures, as that Al Worſhip ſhould be 
a- to the Glory of God, the Father. The con- 
2 ſequence of Which, (as well as the plain Im- 
be port of the numerous Texts cited to that 
| arpoſe) is, that the © Subordination” of the 
130 allowed“ (as Dr W. confeſſes) by the 
Primitive Writers, is not a Subordination 
merely zominal, conſiſting (according to 
Dr Waterland) in mere Poſition or Order of 
W's Words, which in the Truth of things is a 
Co-ordination; but that it is a real Subordi- 
nat ion of the Son to the Father in point of 


(58) 


Authority and Hokies over the Univerſe, 
This is the main, the true and gply Point, 
Which being uniformly, and confiſiently ac- 
knowledged; Metaphyſical Subtilties about 
Nature and Subſtance, never mentioned in 
Scripture, need not occaſion any Diſputes, 
P © he equivocating and prevaricating? in this 
matter, (if it be commendable to uſe ſuch 
Expreſſions,) lies in making Sabordination to 
conſiſt in the mere order or placing of Words; 
which {however auvaried the polition and 
order of the words be,) is in nn a perfect 
Co-ordination. 


QUERY Xun. 


ce Whether the Learned Doc Yor may Act "RY 


« ſorably be ſutpoſed to ſay, the Fathers 


are on his fide, wth the ſame Meaning 
% and Reſerve as he pretends our Church- 
& Forms % favour him; that is, provided 
&« be may interpret as he Pleaſes, " and make 
" .* them ſpeak his Senſe, however cont ra- 
« diftory to their o: Aud whether the 
e true Reaſon why he does not care to ad- 
e mit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers a 


„ Proofs, may not be, becauſe they are 


£6 againlt him ? | . 
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Anfov.” Hether Dr dune. may not 
n 4 / reaſonably. be © SUPPOSED 


| to ſay,” Sc. And whether the true Reaſon 


MA not be,” c. are Queſtions proceed- 
ing merely from Zeal without Knowleage, 
and r efore need no 8 


— + ' «3 


Qu E R Y XXVIIL 


# Whether it be at all probable, that the FR” 
* mitive Church ſhould miſtake in ſo mate- 

e rial a Point as this is; or that the whole 
Stream of Chriſtian Writers ſhould mi- 
« ſtake in telling us what the Senſe of the 
Church was ; and whether ſuch a Cloud 
«< of N. itneſſes can be ſet aſide without 

«<« weakening the only Proof we have of the 


Canon of Scripture, aud the Integrity of 


5 the TR Text? 


eAnſww. Hether the Antient Writers 

of the Church, were better 
skill'd in metaphy/ :cal Speculations, than We 
at this day; and whether Determinations of 


Fathers and Councils are a proper and pro- 


bable Method of diſcovering the Truth in 


matters of controverſy ; are Queſtions Which 


there is no occaſion here to enter upon; 


becauſe Paſſages of the Primitive Writers in 
| favour 


Fravour of All that Dr Clarke has aſſerted, are 
innumerably More, and more pregnant, than 
can be alleged againſt any thing he has aſ- 
| ferted. But ſuppoſing the greater number 
B of Antient Writers had miſtaken in This or « 
Any other Point, yet it would not at all 
= « weaken the only Proof we have of the 
| Canon of Scripture, and the Integrity of the 
K 4 Sacred Text: Becauſe Teſtimony is the | 
| Proper and Only Evidence of à Matter of 
Fatt, as that ſuch and ſuch Books were 
written by the Authors whoſe Names they 
bear. But even © whole Streams of Writers,” 
In matters of Controverſy, repreſenting Other 
mens opinions, otherwiſe than in the Words 
of the perſons themſelves, are No manner of 
Evidence at all. Should any man (for in- 
ſtance,) without reading Dr Clarke's Books, 
judge from the Accounts of Dr Waterland 
and other ſuch Writers, what Dr Clarke's 
Aſſertions were; he would never have any 
manner of notion, wherein the True Strels | ©. 
of the preſent controverſy lies, M 
. =_ 


%%% ok eo I OY ĩ 0 i. as 
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W. conſtantly miſretreſents the State of the 


with what the Scripture has Expreſsly and 


: g ; ; 5 
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QUERY XXIX. 


* Whether private Reaſoning, in a Matter 
above bur Comprebenſion, be a ſafer Rule 
“ to go by, than the general Senſe and 
Judgment of the primitive Church, in the 
© firſt 300 Tears; or, ſuppoſing it doubtful 
 < what the Senſe of the Church was within 
&< that Time, whether what was determi- 
* ned by a Council of 300 "Biſhops ſoon f 
« after, with the greateſt Care and Deli- | 
© beration, and has ſatisfied Men of the 
* greateſt Senſe, Piety, and Learning, all | 
« over the Chriſtian World, for 1400 Tears | 
4 ſince, may not ſatisfy wiſe and good Men 


© now? — 
Anſtv. HE Matter in Queſtion, is not 
| 1a thing © above our Comprehen- 
% ſion, a metaphyſical Speculation, as Dr 


caſe. But the True Queſtion is Thi only: 
Whether it were not better to reſt fatisfied 


Confeſſedly declared and commanded, than to 
build any Doctrives or Practices, wherein 
the Worſhip of God is immediately concerned, 
upon metaphyſical Speculations not mentioned 1 
in Scripture, and upon controverted Conſe- = 

quences 


_— 
que nces which depend upon the Truth or Er- 
rour of fallible Men's Philoſophical Notions. 
As to © the general Senſe and Judgment of 
« rhe Primitive Church in the firſt 300 
« Tears, ” and © what was determined by a 
cc Council of 300 Biſbops ſoon after ws tis 
very evident, (without entring into the 
Queſtion, how far Determinations-of Fathers 
and Councils are a proper and probable Method 
of diſcovering the Truth in Matters of Con- 
zroverſy ;) *tis very evident, I ſay, to any 
one who has ſtudied theſe Points, that (as [ 
before obſerved) the Paſlages of the Primi- 
tive Writers in Favour of all that Dr Clarke 
has aflerted, are innumerably More, and more 


pregnant, than can be alleged again? any 
thing he has alerted. Nor. did the Countil 


of Fice itſelt (though that's no Part of the 


true Queſtion concerning a Doctrine of 
Scripture,) determine any Thing that over- 
throws, or is inconſiſtent with, any one of 
Dr Clarke's Propoſitions. Nor had That Coun- 
cil any Notion of the Conſequences, Ir 
Dr W's Phi! cd leads him to. 


QUERY 


6c 


ce 


( 


au K RY XXX. 
6 n Het her, ſuppofs ing the Caſe doubtful, it tbe 


not a wiſe Man's Part to take the fafer 
Side; rather to think too highly, than 
© roo meanly of our Bleſſed Saviour, ra- 
ther to-pay a modeſt deference to the ꝓudg- 
© ment of the Antient and Modern Church, 

„ than to lean to one's own Under fland- 


181 1 2 


9 


* 


A 


Anſw. HI 8 Query may be retorted 

| with irreſiſtible Strength: 
. Whether, ſuppoſing the Caſe doubrfid, it be 
© nol 4 wiſe. Man's Part to take the fafer 
* Side; rather to think too highly, than too 
meanly, of God the Father Almighty, 


and to be very tender of his Supreme and in- 


communicable Honour: © Rather to pay a 


mode Deference, ” nay, a ſtrict and ſcrupu- 
lous Regard to the expreſs Declarations and 
Commands of . Scripture, © than to lean to 

the Additions of Any Humane and fallible 


Judgment whatſoever ? 7 his is a matter, that 


deſerves to be conſidered, with the urmoſ 
Care and Seriouſneſs. But to the Query, 
Dr. W. has propoſed it, I anſwer lircaly. 
8 2 ſafer * ” unqueſtionably, ; 18 RE 
ere 
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here to exp reſs Scripture, and (as I before ſaid) 


not to build Any Doctrines or Practi ſes, 
wherein the V -rſbip of God is immediately 
concerned, upon metanhyſical Speculations not 
mentioned in Scripture, and upon controver- 
ted Conſequences which depend upon the 
Truth or Errour of fallible Mens Philoſaphi- 
cal Notions. For ſas this matter has been 
expreſſed in the Letter to the late Reverend 
Mr R. M. Page 179.) © whether the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt be equal, or not equal, to 
« the Father; whether they be the ſame, or 
&« not the ſame, with the Father; whether 
they be really diſtin Perſons, or not really 
& diſtin} Perſons, but only Modes or 
„ Powets, improperly called Perſons ; whe- 
« ther the Son be conſubſtantial to the Fa- 
ther, or not conſubſtantial ; whether con- 
<«< ſubſtantial ſignifies Individuality of Sub- 
« ſtance, or only Derivation of ine Subſtance 
e from Another; and which way ſoever innu- 
© merable other ſuch Queſtions be determi- 
“ ned; yet, to worſhip uniformly the One 
© God, the Father Almighty, even our Fa- 
& ther which is in Heaven, through the In- 
c tercelſion of his only Son our Lora Feſut 
*-Chrift, in the Manner the Scripture directs; 
* and, with regard to the Nature of the Son 
“ and Holy Spirit, not to be wife above what 
*.15 written, but to confine our ſelves of 
_ | | leaſt 


000) 

A leaſt in Creeds and publick Prayers) to tlie 
« clear and uncontroverted Expreſſions of 
« Scripture concerning Them and the Honour | 
« due unto them; This (I fay) is undoubted- 


« Iy upon all poſſible Hypotheſes, right and 


« ſufficient in Practiſe, without Any Danger of 
© Errour or Miſtake ; being what all ſincere 


« Chriſtians might eaſily and moſt ſafely a- 


« gree in, and indeed all that they promiſe 


gat their Baptiſm: Whereas All Deter mina- 


« ions beyond theſe clear Truths, and All 
« publickly impoſed Practiſes built upon 
« ſuch Determinations, Always hive been, 
« 3nd cannot but be, Matter of Diſquiet to 
« the Conſciences of, many pious Perſons, and 
“ (unleſs Men be too careleſs and indifferent 
© with Regard to Truth or Errour in Reli- 
„ gion) will unavoidably in their Conſe- 
« quences be the Cauſe of Diſputes alſo and 
* Contentions in the Church of God, 
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box Mhather any thing . than elear and evi. 


dent Demonſtration; on the. Side of A- 


«6 rianiſm, orig bt to move a wiſe And 


% g Man, againſt" fo' great Appear- 
= 8 Tub, on \the ſide of Or- 


. 


1 thodoxy, tam Seripture, Renſon, 


ee Ant iquity: And ' whether" | we 
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the Son of God was made 


uv. TP HE 8 Opinion is, dhe 


out F nothing, and that there was 4 
Time when He was not. Neither of theſe 


| Things have been afſerzed by Dr Clare; 


Nor Has lle any where affirmed any thing, 
| from which either of thele Notions can 


by 


arenen 


r 


— ** 
Ld " 
8 


KY pee ” be deduced; 
6 Zan 2 9 2 2 — being tqually true 
and certain both from Reaſon and 


Scripture, whatever the Subſtance; and 


_ ee, ſoever the Duration of © the 
be:) And he conſtantly blames thoſs 


1 4 wa either of theſe Notions; a8 


Men who preſumptuouſly affirm what 
they cannot poſſibly know any thing of. 
Let Dr V. will needs have his Reader 


believe, that Dr Clare contends for 


theſe Opinions; merely becauſe He fan- 


fen, that from Dr Clarke's Notions, 


(which he conſtantly miſrepreſents, ) ſuch 
and ſuch Conſegue nder will follow, which 
Dr. Clare and . Ochers: haue plainly and 


frequently {own not to follom ar all, 


Charging Men in this Manner with Con- 


ſequences, which they neither teach nor 
ſee; is, in philoſophical Queſtions, always 


unfair; in religious, always unjuſt > 


and indeed gpthing elſe, but 5ppealing 


from Scripture an Reaſon to the Igno- 


rance and, Superſtition. ot the Valor. 
am” fully ' perſuaded 1 could”, dempn- 


| 4 let Br AR Princip les. do, by 


0 "Neceſſary eee, funda- 
wen ſubvert both 4 Science and All 
: Religion ; * 


9 
, | 


0 689 


_ Religion , Let becauſe 1 firmly. believe 4s 
"does not at preſent perceive That Conſe - 


quence, It would be very unreaſonable 
in me to charge Him with it. 

Not rendring Evil. for Euil, or Railink 
for © Railing, but contrari . ſup 
. 7 114 bi 
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Ontroverſial Treatiſe: againſt the Diſſenters. The Sixih Edition, 8v0. Pr; 35, 64, 
( ; An Expotition on the Church Catechiſm. Price 6 d. 

: Prayers on Common Occaſions, appertaining to the formentioned Expoſi- 
tien of the Church Catech:im. Price 6 d. : 


An Hep for the moic clear and eaſy underſtanding of the Holy Scriptures, . 
being all ine Bocks of the New Teſtament, and the Bok of Daniel paraphiaſcd, 
with Annotations, and the Original or Greek Text amended according to the 


beit Manuſcripts, The Ergliſb render'd more agreeable to the Original, Cc. 
A Treatiſe concerning the Harmony of the four Goſpels, together with a large 


Table repreſenting in one View, the Harmony F the jour Goſpels, ſo tar toith 


as 76:2tE; to the order of Tine, &c. Price 2 5. 6 d. 


An H ſtaricol Geography of the Old and New Tejtament, being a Geographical and 


; Holy Scripiares ; very 
fetal for rite underſtanding of the Hely Seriptures, and of ſeveral particular 


Al jtorical Account of the ſeveral Places mentioned in the 


er. Uiutharcd wth 3244s and cuts, and Curenclogical Tables, in 4 Vols, 8 vo, 
e | a ' 7 he 
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The Young Gentleman's Courſe of Mathematicl : Containing ſuch Elements as 
are moſt uſeful and eaſy ro be known, in Arithmetick, Geometry), Trieonometry, 
Mechanicks, Opticks, Aſtronomy, Chronalogy and Dialling, in 3 Vols, 8vs, Price 
185. 

Harmonia Grammaticalis, or a View of the Agreement between the Latin, 
and Greek Tongues, as to the declining of Words, &c. Price 1 9. 6d. 

A Letter to 2 Friend concerning the great Sin of taking Gea*s Name in vain, 
Price x d. or too for 6 5. 

Unworthineſs no Excuſe for not coming to the Sacrament. Frice 1 d. or 100 
for 6 5. * 

Of Childrer's Capacity to receive Religious Inſtructions, and of the manner how 
to give them ſuch Inſtructions; together with Prayers adapted to the Ule and 
Capacities of Children. Price x d. or 109 for 65, 

A Diſcourſe concerning the Great and Indiſpenſable Duty of a Decent and 
Reverent Behaviour in Church. Price 3 d. or 100 for II. 

The Great and Indiſpenſable Duty ro contribute liberally to the Rebnilding, 
Building, Repairing, Beautifying and Adorning of Churches, Being 2 Dif:ourte 
PO and proved of by the late moſt Pious Kibert Nelſon, Eig; the Second 
Edition. 


A Diſcourſe, ſhewing that the Marriages of ſuch as are near of Kin, are ſinful 


under the Goſpel, as well as they were under the Law. To which is added the 
Table of Marriage, &c. Price 3 4. | 


By the Reverend Dr. | Bennet, Rector of St. Giles's 


Cripplegate. 


N Anſwer to the Diſſenter*s Pleas for Separation; wherein the S:hftance_ 


of thoſe Books, is digeſted into one ſhort and plain D.ſcourſe. The Hf. 
Edition, Price 45. 

A Confutation of Popery in three Parts, 8v9, The Furth Edition, Price 4 5. 

A Diſcourſe of Schiſm, The Third Edition, $ve. | | 

A Confutation of Yuakeriſm. The Second Edition, 8 vo. Price 48. 

A brief Hiftory of the Joint Uſe of pre-compoſed ſer Forms of Prayer. 
The Second Edition, $vo, | 

A D. ſcourſe of Joint Prayer. The Second Edition. 

A Paraphraſe with Annotations on the Book of Commen-Prayer, wherein the 
Text is explain'd, Oljections are anſwered, and Advice is humbly offered both to 
the Clergy and Laity, for promoting true Devotion in the Uſe of it, The Second 
Edition, $vo, Price 45. | 

Two Letters to Mr. Robinſon, occaſioned by his Review of the Caſe of Litre 
gies, and their Imp:ſitien, 

The Rights of the Clergy of the Chriſtian Church; or 2 Diſcourſe ſhewing that 
G:d4 has given and appropriated to the Clergy, Authority to Ordam, Baptize, 


* Preach, Preſide in Church Prayer, and conſecrate the Lora's-Supper, and the pre- 
tended Divine Right of the Laity to elect, &c. is diſproved, $vo, Price 5 5. 


Directions for Studying a Body of Divinity, 8 The Second Edition, 


— 
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: Dh, Davenant's Diſcourſes on the Publick Revenues, and on the Trade of Eng- 
and, 8 vo. 

His Diſcourſes on the Public Revenues, and on the Trade of England; which 
more immediately treat of the Foreign Traffic K of this Kingdem. 

An Eſfay upon the probable Methods ot making Perple Gainers in the Ballance 
of Trade, The Second Edition. 

A Diſcourſe upon Grants and Reſumptions, The Third Edition, 

His Efajs upon 1. The Ballance of Pewer, 2, The making War, Peace and 
A'ltances, 3, Univerſal Monarchy. | 

Mis E435 upon Peace at home, and War abroad, The Second Editien, 

| | | Captain 
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Captain William Dampier's Voyages round the World, deſcribing particularly 
the Iji-mus of America, the Coaſts and Iſlands in the Heſi-Indies, and in the 
South-Sea, ſeveral Iſlands in the Eaſt-Iedies, New-Holland, the Cape of Good- 
Hope, &c. Their Inhabitants, Manners, Cuſtoms, Trade, Soil, &c, Illuſtrated 
with ſeveral Maps and Draughts: Alſo divers Beaſts, Birds, Fiſhes, and Plants, 
not found in this Part of the World, curiouſly ingiaven on Copper-Plates, The 
Sixth E4:1jon, in three Vols, 8 vo. Price 18 5, 

A New Voyage and Deſcription of the Ithmss of America, giving an Account 
of the .Author?s Abode there. The Form and Make of the Country, the Coaſts, 
Hells, Rivers, &c. So, Weather, &c. Trees, Fruit, Beeſts, Birds, Fiſh, &c. The 
T:dian Inhabitants, their Features, Complexion, Manners, Cuſtoms, &c. With 
roma kable Occurrences in the Su h- Sea, and elſey, here. To which are added 
the Nataral Hiſtory of thoſe Parts. By a Fellow of the Royal Society, And 
Dav's's Expedition to the Geld Mines. The Second Edition. Illuſtrated wiih ſeve- 
zal Cpper-Plares, By Lionel Wafer, the Second Edition, vo, Price 45. 

A Voyage round the Wor:d, contain ng an Account of Captain Dampier's Ex- 
podition into the Sowurh-Seas in the Years 1703. and 1704. Together with a 
Voyage to Eæſt- India, &c. With ſeveral Maps, Draughts, Figares of Plants and 
Am mals. By 1. Funne!, Mate to Captain Dampier, 8 vo. Price 5 5. 

An Introduction to the Hiſtery of the Kingdoms and States of Aſia, Africa and 
America, both Ancient and Modern. According to the Method of Samuel Puf- 
Jendorf, Counſellor of State to the | te King of Sweden, $vo, Price 6 5. 

A New and Accurate Deſcription of the Coaſt of Guinea, Illuſtrated with 
ſeveral Cars, &c. Written originally in Dutch by V. Beſman, and now faith- 
fliy done into Engliſb, 8ve. Price 65. | 
The Artificial Clock-maker. A Treatiſe of Wateh and Clock Work. By V. 
De#bam, M. A. and ER S. The Third Edition. Price 15. 6 4, 

Sevetal D. ſcourſes on Practical SubjeAs, being Ninety one Sermons by the 
Reverend and Learned Benjamin Muichcote, D. D. ſometime Miniſter of St. Lau- 
vence emry, Lenden, to which is added the Di's Prayer uſed before Sermon. 
Ex amin'd and Corrected by his own Notes; and publiſhed by John Feſſery. D. D. 
Arch Deacon of Nerwich. In four Vols, 8e. The Second Edit: on 

Sixteen Sermons, on ſeveral Important and Practical Subjects. By Jahn Jef 

, D. O. Arch- Deacon of Nerwich, 8. Price 5 5. ; | 

The Biftory of J«ſeph, a Poem, in ſix Books, With Cuts proper to each Book, 
By i Reſe, KeQor of E Clandon in Surrey. | 

The H ſtery of England, faithfully extracted from Authentick Records and ap- 
proved Manuſcripts, and the moſt celebrated Hiſtories of this Kingdom, With 
the Etligies of all the Kings and Queens of England, from the Nerman Race 10 
the pretent Time, curiovfly engraved on Copper Plates from Original Medals and 
Pictures. The Fourth Edition, much improved: Particula ly by -a Continuation 
or this Her) from the famous Battle of Blenheim, to the Death of the late Q. 

Ame. In two Vols, 8 vo. Price 125. | 


Mr. W:ngate*s Arithmetick, containing a Plain and Familiar Methed for At- 


ta ning the Knowledge and Practice of Common DArithm.etick. The Thirteenth 
E itin, 8uts Price 5 5. | - 
; The Elements of Euclid explained in a New but moſt Eaſy Method: Together 
with the Uſe of every Propeſitton through all the Parts of the Mathematics. 
Written in French by the Famous Monſicur de Coles, now made Eng/iſh, The 
FF h Edition. Ks | 
An Inſtitution of Huxioss; containing the Firſt Principles, the Operarions, with 
ſome of the Ules and Applications of that admirable Method; according to rhe 
Scheme prefixed to his Trat of Quadratures, by the Incomparable Sr 1/:ac 
Kkew:on, By Humphry Ditton; : | 

The Loung Server? Guide, or a new Introduction to the whele Art of Sur- 
bey ing Land, both by the Chain, and all Inſtruments now in uſe. By E. Lan- 
rere, Surveyor. The Second Edition. Price 3 5. 
The. Gene al Gzuger : Or the Principles and Praices of Garzging Beer, Wine, 
2ra Malt. The whole lard down more Methodically than any Performance of 
rr nt oe tarette ls 
£ | | . 5 raxit 
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Praxis Medica, or the Practice of Phyſick, or Dr. Sydenham*s Proceſſus Iategri. 


Tranſlared out of Latin into Engliſh, with large Annotations, Animadverſions and 
Practical Obſervations on the ſame, The Third Editions By . Salmon, M D. 

Eighr Chirurgical Treatiſes, by Richard Wiſeman, Serjeant Chirurgeon to K. 
Charles II. In two Vols, 8v u. The Fifth Edition, | 25 

The Surgeon's Aſſiſtant. In which is plainly diſcovered the true Origin of 
moſt Diſeaſes. Treating particularly of the Plague, French Pox, Leproſie, Sc. 
of the Biring of Mad Dogs, and other Venomous Creatures: Alſo a complear 
Treatiſe of Cancers and Gangrenes, Their moft eafie and ſpeedy Method of 
Cure, with divers approved Receipts. By John Browne, ſworn Surgeon in Or- 
dinary to his late Majeſty K. Milliam III. and late Senior Surgeon of St. Tomas 
Hoſpital. 5 i : 
An Apology for Dr. Clarke. Containing an Account of the Late Proceedings 
in Convocation upon his Writings concerning the Trinity. Being a Collection of 
ſeveral Original Papers, ſome of which never before publiſhed. Price 6 d. 

Three Letters to Dr. Clarke from a Clergyman of the Church of England, con- 
cerning his Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity. With the Dr's Replies. Pub- 
liſhed by the Author of the ſaid three Letters, Price 6 d. | 

Dr. Sherleck's Practical Diſcourſe concerning Death, in 3vo. The Fifreenth 
Edition, Price 35, 6 d. : 

The ſame in 120. Price 1 5. 69. 

His Practical Diſcourſe concerning a Future J:dgment, The Eighth Edition, Sue. 
Price 5 5. 

His Diſ.ourſe concerning the Divine Providence. The Fifth Edition, Price x s; 

His Diſcourſe concerning the Happineſs of Good Men, and the Puniſhment of 
the Wicked in the next World. Containing the Proofs of the Immortality of 
the Soul, and Immortal Life, The Th'y4 Edition. Price 5 5. 

His Sermons upon ſeveral Occaſions, in 2 Vols, 8. The Third Edition. Pr. 10 3. 

His Preſervative againſt Popery, in 120. Price 15. 


The Rules and Exerciſes of Holy Living, and of Holy Dying. By Fer, Taylor, 
D D. The Twenty Third Edition. Price 6 5, : : 
The Golden Grove; a Choice Mannal, containing what is to be believed, pra- 


ctiſed, and deſired or prayed for. By Jer, Taylor, D. D. The Twenty Fiſth Edi- 


tion, Price 15. 


Chriſtian Morals and Chriſtian Prudence. In ty/o Parts. Wherein is ſhewn 
the peculiar Wiſdom and Beauty of the Chriftian Religion, in it's general Defign 
of promoting thoſe wo excellent Ends fo perfective of Human Nature, Purity 
and Peace. By Jehn Laurence, M. A. Rector of Telvertoſt in Northampton-ſhire, 8 vo. 
Price 5 5. 4 

The Acceptable Sacrifice : Being a full Collection of Scripture-D:uot ions, taking 
in the whole Book of Fſlms, throughout all the Parts of ir. Every Verſe oF 
that Book being ſeverally drawn up, and placed under the diſtinct and proper 
Head of Devotion to which ir belongs: Together with other the moſt Devo- 
tional Portions of the Oid and New Teiament, digeſted after the ſame manner, 
and adapted to the Utes of Chriſtian Piety. In two Parts, With above 400 
Prayers, Thankſgivings, and Meditations, newly compoſed, ſuited and ſub- 
joined to the Matter contained under each Head and Title reſpectively, By 
W. Tilly, D. D. Rector of Albury and Goddington in Oxfordſhire, and Chaplain 
to the Right Honourable the Earl of Abingdon. . 

A Dictionarꝑ of all Religions, Ancient and Modern, whether Jewiſh, Pagan, 
Chriftian, or Mahometan, 8 vo. Price q 5. 

The Chriftian's beſt Gaide, or the Religious Man's Companion, in three Parts 
1. Containing the Hiſtory of our Saviour's Birth, Life, Sufferings, Death, and 
Reſurrection. 2. An Account of the Proceedings, Cc. of the Apoſtles and 
Primitive Chriſtians. 3. The Doctrines, Precepts, and Prohibitions, delivered 
by Chriſt and his Apoſtles; all collected out of the New Teſtament, and digeſt - 
ed under proper Heads in Words of Scripture: Uſeful to inform the Under- 
ſtanding, and govern the Life, 8. Price 4 5. 

The Conftruction of Maps and Glqbes. In Two Parts. 1. Contains the va- 

rious Ways of projecting Maps, ex Mpited in i different Methods, with their 
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Uſes, 2. Treats of making divers Sorts of Globes, both as to the Geometrical 
and Mechanical Work. Illuſtrated with 18 Copper Plates With an Appendix, 
wherein the preſent State of Geography is conſidered, being an Inquiry into 
Maps, Books of Geography and Travel, 8. Price 6 5. 

The Works of Mliam Chill ingworth, M. A, of the Univerſity of Oxford. 
The Seventh Edition. In this Edition are added two Letters written by the 

The Common Prayer- Book the beſt Companion in the Houſe and Cloſet, a; 
well as in the Temple: Or a Collection of Prayers out of the Liturgy of the 
Church of E gland, moſt needful both for the whole Family together, and for 
every fingie Perſon a-part by himſelf. With a particular Office for the Sacra- 
ment. The Fourteenth Edition. Price 15. 

The Word ef God the Beft Guide to all Perſons, at all Times, and in all 
Places: Or a Collection of Scripture-Texts, plainly ſhewing ſuch Things as are 
Neceſſary for every Chriftian's Knowledge and Practice. By the Author of the 
COT 00s che Beft Companion. The Third Edition, with Additions, 
Price 15. 6 4. | | 

Monſieur 5 Treatiſe of the Epick Poem: Containing many Curious Re- 
flections very Uſeful and Neceſſary for the right Underſtanding and Judging 
of the Excellen ies of Hemer and Virgil. Made Engliſh from the French, with 2 


' Preface on the ſame Subject, by W. J. To which are added, an Effay upon 


Satyr, by Monheur D*Acier ; and a Treatiſe upon Paſtorals, by M. Fontanelle. 
The second Edition. In two Vols, 120. 

Colonel Bladen's Tranſlation of Julius Ceſar's Commentaries. The Third Edi: 
tion improved. . | 

Biſhop Burnet's Abridgment of his Hiftory of the Reformation. In three 
Vols, 120. 1 = 
Dictionꝛrium Ruſticum, Urbanicum & Botanicum : Or, a Dictionary of Hiſ- 
bandyy, Gardening, Fade, Commerce, and all Sorts of Country-Aftairs. The 
Second Ed tion. | 

A Summary of all the Religious Houſes in England and Wales, with their Titles 
and Valuations at the Time of their D:ffolution. And a Calculation of what 
they might be worth at this Day. Together with an Appendix concerning the 
feveial Religious Ord-rs that prevailed in this Kingdom. Price 2 5. 

Poems by the Earl of R:ſcommen. To which is added an Eſſay on Poetry, 
by the Eari of Muigrave, now Duke of Buckingham, Together with Poems by 
Mr. Richard Duke. 

A Compicar Collection of State Trials, Proceedings upon Impeachment, &c. 
for High-Treaſon, and other Crimes and Miſdemeanours, from the Reign of K. 
Henry IV. to the Death of the late Q. Aune. In four Volumes. Fol. 

A Collecrion of Queries. Wherein the moſt Marerjal Objections from Scrip- 
ture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, which have as yet been alledged againſt Dr. 
Car łe's Scriprure Doctrine ot the Trinity, and + ka Defenſes of it, are propoſed, 
and anſwered, Price 25. 

A Vindication of Chriſt's Divinity: Being a Defenſe of ſome Queries, re- 
lating to Dr. Clarke's Scheme of the Holy Trinity, in Anſwer to a Clergyman in 
the Country. By Daniel Warerland, D. D. Maſter of Magdalen-College, in Cam- 
trie ge, and Chaplain in Ordinary to His Majeſty. Price 6 3. 

A Modeſt Plea for the Baptiſmal and Scripture-Notion of the Trinity. 
Wherein the Schemes of Dr. Bennet and Dr. Clarke are compared. To which, 
are added Two Letters, one written to the late Reverend Mr, R. M. concern- 
ing his plain Scripture-Argument, Cc. The other to the Author of a Book, 
zntituled, The true Scripture-Dodrine of the moſt Holy and undivided Trinity con- 
tinued and vindicated, Recommended firſt by Robert Nelſon, Eſq; and fince by 
the Reverend Dr. Waterland, Wherein are obviated the principal Arguments 
urged by the Reverend Dr. VWaterland, in his Defenſe of ſome Queries, Cc. 
By 2 Cleigyman in the Country. Price 45. LD. 

An Introduction to the Hiſtory of England, by Sir William Temple, Bar. 
Price 35. 6 4. 

Miſcellanea, the ſecond Part. In four Eſſays. 1. Upon Ancient and Modern 
Learning. 2. Upon the Garden; of Epiewrus, 3. Upon Hcroick Vutue. 
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4 Upon Poetry. By Sir iillzam Tempie, Bar. The Fourth Edition. 444: 
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- " ADdiſan's Travels, 120. : 

#7 Aſpinwalls Prefervative againſt 

| Popery. Price 15. : 

Academia, or the Humours of the Uni- 
verſity of Oxford, in Burleſque 
verſe. Price 6 d. 

Bae Works, 2 Vols, Fol. 

+= Blackals Sermons, 8 Vols. 

Bragge on the Parables, 2 Vols. 

Bacon's Eſſays. 

Burkit on the New Teſtament, 

B e's Art of Poetry. 

Bona's Guide to Eternity. 

Brown's Chriftian Morals. 

Blackwa'l on the Claſſics, 

Blackmore's Prince Arthur. . 

| Bentley's Remarks on Free- thinking. 

Boyer's French Dictionary. 

- - - French Grammar, 

Beccace's Novels. 

Biſhop Burnei's Paſtoral Care, 

- - - His Life of E. of Rechefter. 

Co Devotions. : 

Collect. of Receip. in Cookery, &c, 

Characteriſticks, 3 Vols. 

cowle)'s Works, 3 Vols, 

Cole's Dictionary. 

Calamy's Sermons, 8 vo. ö 

Collection of Voyages and Travels, 
2 Vols, 40. 

Collection of Papers printed in the 
Year 1710, now reprinted, Price 
15, 64. 

Cave's Primitive Chriſtianity. 

Dioden“ Virgil, 3 Vols. 
Miſcellanies, 6 Vols, 

- - - Fables, 8vo. 

Juvenal, I 20. 

Plays, 6 Vols, 1 20. 

Drelincourt on Death. 

Derham's Sermons, 2 Vols. 

Drexelius on Eternity. 

Devil of a Wife, a Comedy. Price 15 
E rds Hiſt. of England, 3 Vols, Fol. 
2 = Rcclef. Hiſt. 2 Vols, 8v9. 

Echard's Gazetteer, 2 Parts, 1 20. 

- - - Hiſt, and Poet. Dictionary, 120. 

LD” Eſtrade's Memoirs, 3 Vols. 

Echara's Terence, Engliſh, 

F'Uller's Medicina Gymnaſtica, 
= - - Pharmacepaia exte mporane a. 

Female Inſtructor. 

Telton on the Claſſic ks. 

Farquhar's Plays, 2 Vols, 1 20. 

Frez.ier's Voyage to the South Sea. 

Fortune Hunters, a Comedy, Price 1 5. 

Fair Quaker of Deal, 2a Comedy. 
Price I 5. 

kntleman inſtructed. 

Gcodman's Penitent pardon'd, 

- - - Winter Evening Confercn :e- 


Gloſſegraphia Nova Anglicans. 

Gordon's Geograph. Grammar. 

Gaſtrel's Chriftian Inſtitutes, 

Geographia Claſſica. 

Gregory's Nomenclatuya. 

Garretſon's Engliſh Exerciſes. 

Gameſter, a Comedy. Price 1 4. 

Godfather's Advice to his Son. Pries 
3 d, or 100 for 11. | 

Governm. of the Paſſions, Pr. 15. 

Howell Hiſtor. Bible, 3 Vols, 8 
Hacke's Voyages, 8 vo. 

Hawhkins's Clavis (ommereii. 

Hammond's Catechiſm. 

Hation's Pſalms. ; 

Hudibras, 129, 

Hatton's Merchant's Magazine? 

Haet*s Defcript. of Paradiſe. 

Xs on the Chriſtian Religion, 


r 

Ettlewell's Works, 2 Vols, Fol. 

On the Sacrament. 
- » - Evil of Profuſeneſs. 
Death made Comfortable; 
Kennet's Roman Antiquities, 
King on the Creed. 
- - - Conltitur, of the Primit. Church 
Kiel's Anatomy. 
[ Efrange's Joſephus, 3 Vols, $vo. 

Lnucas's Sermons. 
Leck of Underſtanding, 2 Vols, 8vg 
Leſtrange's /£ſop, 2 Vols, 8 vo. 
Lale on the Sacrament, N 
Littleten's Dictionary, 4to. p56 
Life of the Emperor Leopold, 
- - - Of K. James II. 
Lancaſhire Witches, a Comedy. 
Love makes a Man, a Comedy. 

Aundrell's Travels. 

Mereland's Vade Mecum. 

Milton's Paradiſe Loft and Reguned, 
Markbam's Maſter-piece. 
Counteſs of Morton's daily Exerciſe, 
NE!ſom's Feſtivals. 

- - - On the Sacrament. 
Nichols on the Common-Prayeri 
Nelſcn's Juſtice. 
Neurſe's Homilies. 


Noerris's Miſcellanies. 


Xford Grammar. 

Oxford Spelling-Book. 
Ollhfe on the Church Catechiſm? 
Ovia's Epiſtles, Engliſh, 

Ovia's Alt of Love, Engliſh, 129, 
Otway's Plays, 2 Vols, 120. 

Ovia's Mei amorph, Engliſh, 2 Vols, 126: 
Porrer's Greek Antiquities, 2 Vols. 
Pyte on the Epiſtles and Acts. 

- - - On the Pentatench. 
Prideaux's Connex. of the O. & N.Teſt! 
Prior's Poss. 
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Pufſendorf's Introd. to the Hiſt. of Europe. 
Pantheon. | 


Plurality of Worlds, 


' Pearſon on the Creed. 


Patrick's Devout Chriſtian. 
- - - Chriſtian Sacrifice. 
- - - P{aims, _ 
- - - Advice to a Friend. 
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